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ABSTRACT 


The San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART) is proposing a 5.4-mile extension of the 
BART system in the City of Fremont in southern Alameda County, California. BART previously 
prepared an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) 
for this project in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). At the conclusion 
of CEQA review, the BART Board of Directors adopted the project on June 26, 2003. Recent changes in 
state transportation funding priorities have resulted in BART’s seeking $58 million (in 2004 dollars) in 
federalized state funds (State Transportation Improvement Program) and other federalized funding that 
may be available in the future. This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is intended to satisfy the 
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and other environmental 
requirements that apply to federal actions, such as Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act 
(49 U.S.C. Section 303), Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF), and Section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 


The alternatives evaluated are the No-Build Alternative and the Proposed Action, the Warm Springs 
Extension (WSX) Alternative. The WSX Alternative would extend south from the existing Fremont 
BART Station to a proposed new station in the Warm Springs district of the City of Fremont. An 
optional station at Irvington is also being considered if additional funding for the station is secured by the 
City of Fremont. The WSX Alternative alignment would generally parallel portions of the Union Pacific 
railroad corridor, which contains the former Western Pacific (WP) and Southern Pacific (SP) railroad 
tracks, and Interstates 680 and 880 in southern Alameda County. The initial segment would begin on an 
embankment at the southern end of the existing elevated Fremont BART Station. The alignment would 
pass over Walnut Avenue on an aerial structure and descend into a cut-and-cover subway north of 
Stevenson Boulevard. The alignment would continue southward in the subway structure under Fremont 
Central Park and the eastern arm of Lake Elizabeth, and surface to run at grade between the former WP 
and SP alignments north of Paseo Padre Parkway. Paseo Padre Parkway will be reconfigured to a vehicle 
underpass as part of the Paseo Padre-Washington Boulevard grade separations project being carried out 
by the City of Fremont. The alignment would pass over Paseo Padre Parkway on a bridge structure, and 
then continue southward at grade, passing under a grade-separated Washington Boulevard. Washington 
Boulevard will be reconfigured as a vehicular overpass as part of the city’s grade separations project. 
From Washington Boulevard, the WSX Alternative alignment would continue at grade along the former 
WP alignment south to a terminus station at Warm Springs and South Grimmer Boulevards in the Warm 
Springs district. 


The WSX Alternative is composed of 5.4 miles of new trackway, a station at Warm Springs, and ancillary 
facilities that include traction power, train control, communications, subway ventilation and emergency 
access structures, and vehicle maintenance facilities. The Warm Springs Station would be a 34-acre 
multi-modal facility with 2,040 parking spaces and 7 bus bays. The station site plan is designed around 
an internal circulation system similar to city blocks, so that in the future, the parking area could be 
redeveloped with transit-oriented development while maintaining the internal street system. (On-site 
transit-oriented development is not a part of the WSX Alternative and is not analyzed in this EIS.) Tail 
tracks would extend approximately 3,000 feet south of the Warm Springs Station to provide train turn 
back facilities and temporary train storage. Located just south of the Warm Springs Station adjacent to 
the tail tracks, the maintenance facility would have rail car lifts and associated shop facilities to 
accommodate | or 2 BART cars and 30 employee parking spaces within a 3-acre, fenced maintenance 
yard. Twenty-eight additional BART vehicles are proposed as part of the project, but the new vehicles 
would not be required until full ridership is reached. 


Traction power facilities (substations and gap breaker stations) are proposed at six locations adjacent to 
the alignment: Fremont Station, midway between the south subway portal and Paseo Padre Parkway, 
Blacow Road, midway between Auto Mall Parkway and South Grimmer Boulevard, Warm Springs 


Station, and the maintenance facility. A structure for ventilation, pumping, and emergency access would 
be provided at either one or two locations along the 1-mile-long subway segment of the alignment in 
Fremont’s Central Park. While most of the ventilation structure(s) would be primarily subterranean, some 
of the structure would be located on the surface. Communications facilities would include 
communications antennas (less than 30 feet high) at the two subway tunnel portals and possibly at 
Irvington Station. Smaller antennas (16 feet high) would be placed approximately every 2,000 feet for 
Advanced Automated Train Control. Data processing would be enclosed in train control bungalows at 
three locations: midway between the south subway portal and Paseo Padre Parkway, the optional 
Irvington Station site, and Warm Springs Station. A radio communications antenna up to 150 feet high 
will also be necessary at Warm Springs Station. 


An optional station at Irvington is also proposed pending independent funding by the City of Fremont. 
The 18-acre optional Irvington Station would be a multi-modal facility with 925 parking spaces and 5 bus 
bays. 


Adverse environmental effects include increased traffic congestion at certain intersections, effects on 
special-status species, effects on cultural resources, and noise and groundborne vibration from BART 
trains. Mitigation measures to reduce or avoid adverse effects are identified in the document and include 
intersection improvements, habitat restoration, cultural resources documentation, noise mitigation, and 
vibration-reducing trackway treatments. 


A 45-day review period was established for comments on this document, beginning on March 11, 2005 
and ending on April 25, 2005. Comments were submitted in writing, by email, or were made orally at the 
public hearing. The public hearing was held at 6:30 p.m. on Tuesday, April 12, 2005, at the Washington 
Township Veterans Memorial, which is located at 37154 Second Street, Fremont, California 94536. 
Information on the public hearing could be obtained from http://www.bart.gov/wsx. Email comments 
were accepted at bartwarmspringsextension @bart.gov. Written comments were accepted at one of the 
addresses below. All comments were received by 5 p.m. on April 25, 2005. 


Lorraine Lerman Shari Adams 

Office of Planning and Program Development Warm Springs Extension Group Manager 
U.S. Department of Transportation San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
Federal Transit Administration, Region IX 300 Lakeside Drive 

201 Mission Street, Suite 2210 21" Floor 

San Francisco, CA 94105 Oakland, CA 94612 

Phone: (415) 744-2735 Phone: (510) 874-7375 


Following the close of the public comment period, BART and FTA considered the substantive written 
and oral comments received on the Draft EIS. Volume 2 of the Final EIS includes all of the substantive 
comments and responses to those comments. 


FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION CONCERNING THE WSX PROJECT OR THIS 
DOCUMENT, PLEASE CONTACT: 


Lorraine Lerman Paul Medved 

Office of Planning and Program Development Principal Engineer - Warm Springs Extension 
U.S. Department of Transportation San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
Federal Transit Administration, Region IX 300 Lakeside Drive 

201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 21" Floor 

San Francisco, CA 94105 Oakland, CA 94612 


Phone: (415) 744-2735 Phone: (510) 476-3900 
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1998 Amended 


Acronyms and Abbreviations 


amended and restated redevelopment plans for Fremont’s four 


Plans redevelopment project areas 

3D three-dimensional 

AATC Advanced Automatic Train Control 

AB 1X California Assembly Bill 1X 

ABAG Association of Bay Area Governments 

AC Transit Alameda—Contra Costa Transit 

ACFCD Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 

ACHP Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

ACM asbestos-containing materials 

ACTIA The Alameda County Transportation Improvement Authority 

ACWD Alameda County Water District 

AHERA Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act 

ARB California Air Resources Board 

ARARs applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements 

BA biological assessment 

BAAQMD Bay Area Air Quality Management District 

BAPL Bay Area Products Line 

BART San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 

Basin Plan water quality control plan 

BMP best management practice 

BO biological opinion 

BPA Bonneville Power Administration 

CAA Clean Air Act 

CAAQS California Ambient Air Quality Standards 

CAFE Corporate Average Fuel Economy 

Caltrans California Department of Transportation 

CBD Central Business District 

CBSC California Building Standards Code 

CCAA California Clean Air Act 

CCR California Code of Regulations 

CDFG California Department of Fish and Game 

CEQ Council on Environmental Quality 

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act 

CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
of 1980 
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CERCLIS 


CESA 
cfs 
CFZ 
CGS 
CIDH 


Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability 
Information System 

California Endangered Species Act 

cubic feet per second 

Calaveras Fault Zone 

California Geological Survey 

cast-in-drilled-hole 


Clean Water Program Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program 


CMA Alameda County Congestion Management Agency 
CMA Congestion Management Agency 

CNDDB California Natural Diversity Database 

CNEL community noise equivalent level 

CNPPA California Native Plant Protection Act 

CNPS California Native Plant Society 

Corps U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

CORRACTS Corrective Actions 

CPUC California Public Utilities Commission 

CRHR California Register of Historical Resources 

CT Census Tracts 

CUPA certified unified public health agency 

CWA Clean Water Act 

CWR continuous welded rail 

dB decibel 

dBA A-weighted decibel 

DOT U.S. Department of Transportation 

DTSC Department of Toxic Substances Control 

DWR Department of Water Resources 

EBMUD East Bay Municipal Utilities District 

EIR environmental impact report 

EIS environmental impact statement 

EMF electromagnetic fields 

EO Executive Order 

EPCRA Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act 
ERNS Emergency Response Notification System of Spills 
ESA federal Endangered Species Act 

ESU Evolutionarily Significant Unit 

FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency 

FHWA Federal Highway Administration 

FIRMs Flood Insurance Rate Maps 

FIS Flood Insurance Study 

Fremont City of Fremont 

FTA Federal Transit Administration 

General general permit for discharges of stormwater runoff associated with 
Construction Permit construction activity 

GFZ Greenville Fault Zone 

GIS geographic information systems 

GO 95 State Industrial Safety Division General Order 95 
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MTS 


NO2 
NOAA Fisheries 


gallons per minute 
global positioning system 


Historic American Building Survey 

Hayward Fault Zone 

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 
hazard index 

high-occupancy vehicle 

Homeland Security Advisory System 


Interstate 880 
Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 


kilovolt 


day-night sound level 

least environmentally damaging practicable alternative 
equivalent sound level 

maximum sound level 

minimum sound level 

level of service 

long-term 

leaking underground storage tank 

Land and Water Conservation Fund 
percentile-exceeded sound levels 


Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

maximum credible earthquake 
maximum contaminant level 
millimeter 

Modified Mercalli Intensities 
memorandum of agreement 

miles per gallon 

Metropolitan Planning Organizations 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
Metropolitan Transportation System 
Monte Vista East/West 

megawatt 

megawatt hours 


National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Native American Heritage Center 

National Environmental Policy Act 

National Flood Insurance Program 

nitrogen dioxide 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration National Marine 
Fisheries Service 


NOI Notice of Intent 

NOP Notice of Preparation 

Nox oxides of nitrogen 

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
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NPL 
NPS 
NRCS 
NRHP 
NUMMI 
NWP 


OCC 
OHS 


PCB 
PG&E 
PGA 
Plan 
PM2.5 
PPV 
PUC 


RAGS 
RCB 
RCRA 
RME 
rms 
ROD 
ROG 
RTEP 
RTP 
RWQCB 


SAFS 

SAFZ 

SAIC 

SARA 

SBC 
SC-SG-HFZ 
SFBAAB 


State Parks 
Strategic Plan 
SVRTC 

SWF 

SWPPP 
SWRCB 


National Priority List 

National Park Service 

Natural Resources Conservation Service 
National Register of Historic Places 

New United Motor Manufacturing, Inc. 
Nationwide Permit 


Operations Control Center 
Office of Homeland Security 


polychlorinated biphenyls 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company 

Peak Ground Acceleration 

Storm Water Quality Management Plan 
particulate matter <2.5 microns in diameter 
peak particle velocity 

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 


Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund 
reinforced concrete box 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
reasonable maximum exposure 

root mean square 

Record of Decision 

reactive organic gases 

Regional Transit Expansion Program 
Regional Transportation Plan 

Regional Water Quality Control Board 


San Andreas Fault System 
San Andreas Fault Zone 
Science Applications International Corporation 


Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act 


Southwestern Bell Company 

Seal Cove-San Gregorio-Hosgri Fault Zone 
San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin 

San Francisco International Airport 

Santa Fe Pacific Pipelines 

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
State Historic Preservation Officer 

spills, leaks, investigation and cleanup sites 
sulfur dioxide 

Southern Pacific 

short-term 

California Department of Parks and Recreation 
BART Strategic Plan: A New Era of Ownership 
Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor 

solid waste facility 

stormwater pollution prevention plan 

State Water Quality Control Board 
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WDS 
WMUDS/SWAT 


WSX 


toxic air contaminants 

traffic analysis zones 

Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century 
Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zones Act of 1972 
Transportation Improvement Program 

total daily maximum load 

transit-oriented development 

Toxic Release Inventory Database 

treatment, storage and disposal 


Union Pacific Railroad 

U.S. Department of Transportation 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

U.S. Geological Survey 

underground storage tank 


volume of traffic compared to the capacity 
velocity level in decibels 

vehicle miles traveled 

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 


Waste Discharge System Data 

Waste Management Unit Database System Solid Waste Assessment Test 
data 
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Executive Summary 


Overview 


The San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART) has been in operation since 1972 and 
currently operates in four Bay Area counties: San Francisco, Alameda, Contra Costa, and San 
Mateo. The most recent extensions to the BART system are the extensions to Dublin/Pleasanton in 
eastern Alameda County, to Pittsburg/Bay Point in eastern Contra Costa County, and to the San 
Francisco International Airport in San Mateo County, with a terminus in Millbrae, California. 


In 1991, BART prepared an environmental impact report (EIR) for the Warm Springs Extension 
(WSX) to fulfill the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The EIR 
analyzed a series of alternatives for extending BART to the Warm Springs area. In 1992, the BART 
Board of Directors certified the Final EIR and adopted a project consisting of a 5.4-mile, two-station 
extension of the existing BART system, with stations at Irvington and Warm Springs and an aerial 
BART alignment over Lake Elizabeth in Fremont Central Park. (See Figure ES-1.) The BART 
Board also approved a subway alignment under Lake Elizabeth as a design option contingent on local 
funding. 


When the Final EIR was certified in 1992, Fremont did not support the recommended project 
alternative, which included the aerial alignment in Fremont Central Park. Fremont did support the 
alternative that included a subway alignment under Lake Elizabeth. Sufficient funds were not 
available to construct either alternative. However, because of public support for the extension of rail 
transit service from Fremont, BART continued to consider the possibility of an extension and other 
transit agencies continued to study the regional corridor. 


In 2002, BART initiated the preparation of a Supplemental EIR (SEIR) pursuant to CEQA to address 
the modifications to the project studied in the 1992 EIR. The principal modification from the 1992 
project was the change from an aerial structure to a subway alignment under Fremont Central Park 
and Lake Elizabeth, reducing environmental impacts to the park. Additionally, the project included 
only one new station at Warm Springs, with an optional station at Irvington. On June 26, 2003, the 
BART Board of Directors certified the Final SEIR (San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
2003) and adopted the modified project as analyzed in the SEIR. The 1992 EIR and 2003 SEIR are 
available for review upon request at BART headquarters, 300 Lakeshore Drive, 21 Floor, Oakland, 
CA 94612. 


Recent changes in state transportation funding priorities have resulted in BART’s seeking federal 
funding for the project. BART and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) are preparing this 
environmental impact statement (EIS) to satisfy the requirements of the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) and other 
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environmental requirements that apply to federal actions, in order to enable BART to apply for 
federal funding. 


For purposes of this EIS, BART is considering two alternatives for the Warm Springs Extension: the 
BART Warm Springs Extension Alternative (WSX Alternative) and the No-Build Alternative. These 
alternatives are described in detail in Chapter 3, Preferred Alternative and Other Alternatives 
Considered. The WSX Alternative evaluated in this EIS is identical to the Proposed Project analyzed 
in the 2003 SEIR. No changes to the project design concept or scope have been made since the 
adoption of the proposed project by the BART Board of Directors in 2003. This EIS incorporates by 
reference material from the CEQA EIR and SEIR, and does not consider in detail alternatives that 
were evaluated during the CEQA process and found not to satisfactorily meet the project’s purpose 
and need. The reasons that those alternatives were dismissed from further evaluation in this EIS are 
discussed in detail in Chapter 3. 


Purpose and Need 


The purpose and need for the project are briefly summarized below and discussed in detail in 
Chapter 2, Purpose and Need. 


The proposed 5.4-mile BART extension to the Warm Springs district of Fremont, would improve the 
regional transit network by enhancing the link between the southern Alameda County-northern Santa 
Clara County area and the rest of the East Bay, and San Francisco. By shortening travel times and 
improving reliability, the BART extension is expected to generate additional transit ridership and 
reduce overall traffic congestion. The Warm Springs Extension would help accommodate projected 
future growth in employment and population, reduce pressure to expand roads, and support the 
region’s efforts to meet state and federal air quality standards. 


Transportation has become a critical issue for people living and working in the southern Alameda 
County and northern Santa Clara County. The surge in population, including nearly a 20 percent 
population increase over the past decade in the City of Fremont, has increased traffic on regional 
roadways. Highway improvements have not kept up with the demand for more highway capacity. 
Congestion on Interstate 680 and Interstate 880, the two major regional roadways linking Santa 
Clara, Alameda, and Contra Costa Counties, has worsened considerably over the last decade, and 
escalating traffic volumes have reached levels considered unacceptable by the California Department 
of Transportation and other regional monitoring agencies. Improved transit service could better meet 
existing local and regional transportation demand and increase transportation capacity to 
accommodate future growth in areawide employment and population. 


The increased traffic volume and congestion in the region resulting from growth in employment and 
population has contributed to increased pollutant emissions in the study area. The WSX Alternative 
corridor is located within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB), which is designated by 
the State of California as a serious non-attainment area for ozone and a non-attainment area for 
inhalable particulate matter (PM10). The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has 
designated the SFBAAB as an unclassified nonattainment area for 1-hour ozone (2006 attainment 
deadline), and a marginal non-attainment area for 8-hour ozone. The Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission (MTC) identifies transit as an alternative to the private automobile that can reduce 
annual average daily traffic (AADT), which would reduce vehicular emissions in the air basin 
(Metropolitan Transportation Commission 2001). The Warm Springs Extension was named a 
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Source: Bay Area Rapid Transit 2003. Figure ES-1 
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Transportation Control Measure in MTC Resolution 2131-the Transportation Contingency Plan of 
the 1982 Air Quality Plan. 


Increased traffic volumes and longer commuting distances for employees have combined to increase 
the number of vehicle miles traveled annually in the Bay Area. Traffic congestion also has meant 
that automobiles frequently travel at slower and less efficient speeds, which contributes not just to air 
pollution, but to less efficient use of energy that could be used for other regional needs. 


Transportation improvements should be consistent with smart growth principles by promoting infill 
development rather than sprawl. Improved access to high-volume transit systems, such as BART, 
supports smart growth goals by enabling more clustered, compact growth. Transit stations become 
an important part of the community and can serve as a catalyst for transit-oriented development 
(TOD). TOD promotes a mixture of land uses, such as restaurants, convenience and other retail 
stores, and high-density residential use. 


The purpose of the WSX project is to address transportation and air quality problems in the project 
corridor with a transit project that will: 


m™ increase transit access and ridership, 

™ improve environmental quality, 

= provide development catalyst for transit-oriented development, 

™ ensure compatibility with adjacent land uses and planned development, 

m™ provide transportation services equitably to all segments of the population, 


™ support community goals and institutional objectives, 


Alternatives Analyzed in the Environmental Impact 
Statement 


The alternatives analyzed in this EIS are the No-Build Alternative and the WSX Alternative. 


No-Build Alternative 


As described in Chapter 3, Alternatives Considered, the purpose of evaluating the No-Build 
Alternative is to allow decision-makers to compare the impacts of the WSX Alternative with the 
impacts of not approving the action. For the purpose of this EIS, the No-Build Alternative represents 
the consequences of deciding not to construct a project (i.e., the No-Action Alternative required by 
NEPA). In this case, the BART Board adopted the WSX Alternative in June 2003 as a state- and 
locally funded project without federal involvement. If the No-Build Alternative were selected as the 
outcome of the EIS evaluation, BART could continue with construction of the 2003 Adopted Project 
provided that sufficient state and local funding were found. However, at this time, it does not appear 
that such funding is reasonably likely to be available, which is why BART is seeking to satisfy 
requirements for federal funding eligibility through the NEPA review process. Selection of the No- 
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Action Alternative at the conclusion of NEPA review would likely result in the WSX Alternative not 
being constructed until a substantially later date. 


Accordingly, for the purposes of this analysis, the No-Build Alternative does not include a BART 
extension to Warm Springs, and assumes that transit services offered by BART will continue at 
current levels, except for limited improvements in service frequency. In addition, the No-Build 
Alternative assumes that commitments to transportation improvements planned by other agencies 
will be carried out. The No-Build Alternative represents the conditions that would be reasonably 
expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the WSX Alternative were not approved. These 
conditions are based on current plans and are consistent with available infrastructure and community 
services, which, for the purposes of this analysis, include current rail services provided by BART, 
and bus service provided by Alameda Contra Costa Transit District (AC Transit) , and Santa Clara 
Valley Transportation Authority (VTA). Programmed highway improvements included in MTC’s 
2001 Regional Transportation Plan, such as the addition of an HOV lane to I-680 over the Sunol 
Grade, are also included in this alternative. Fremont’s grade separations project has also been 
assumed in this alternative. These transportation improvements would occur even if the WSX 
Alternative is not implemented. The No-Build Alternative does not include the proposed VTA 
BART extension to Santa Clara County and San Jose. 


The No-Build Alternative would not have certain impacts that would occur with implementation of 
the WSX Alternative, such as potential disturbances to hazardous materials, increased stormwater 
flows, temporary loss of flood storage, potential soil erosion and sedimentation, disturbance to 
sensitive species or habitat, residential and business displacements, visual impacts, disturbances of 
sensitive archaeological and historic resources, local intersection impacts, noise, and vibration 
effects. However, unlike the WSX Alternative, the No-Build Alternative would fail to address 
continuing long-term traffic congestion, and traffic-related air quality and energy benefits would not 
be realized. Projected growth in the area also would not be accommodated in a manner consistent 
with “smart growth” principles. 


WSxX Alternative 


The WSX Alternative alignment would generally parallel portions of the UP railroad corridor, which 
contains the former Western Pacific (WP) and former Southern Pacific (SP) railroad tracks,’ and 
Interstates 680 and 880 in southern Alameda County (see Figure ES-2). The initial segment would 
begin on an embankment at the southern end of the existing elevated Fremont BART Station. The 
alignment would pass over Walnut Avenue on an aerial structure and descend into a cut-and-cover 
subway north of Stevenson Boulevard. The alignment would continue southward in the subway 
structure under Fremont Central Park and the eastern arm of Lake Elizabeth, and surface to grade 
between the former WP and SP alignments north of Paseo Padre Parkway. The alignment would 
pass over grade-separated Paseo Padre Parkway, and then continue southward at grade, passing under 
a grade-separated Washington Boulevard.” From Washington Boulevard, the WSX Alternative 


' Until December 2002, WP and SP were both owned by UP. For clarity in this EIS, the tracks on the eastern side of 
the UP right-of-way will be referred to as the former WP tracks, and the tracks on the western side of the UP right- 
of-way will be referred to as the former SP tracks. 

* Grade separated describes an intersection where two modes of transportation (e.g., rail tracks and a highway) 
cross each other at different levels to permit unconstrained operation. Paseo Padre Parkway will be reconfigured as 
a vehicular underpass and Washington Boulevard as a vehicular overpass in a grade separations project being 
undertaken by the City of Fremont. 
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alignment would continue at grade along the former WP alignment south to a terminus station at 
Warm Springs and South Grimmer Boulevards in the Warm Springs district. A summary of the 


WSX Alternative is presented in Table ES-1. 


Table ES-1. 2004 WSX Alternative Summary 


Item 


Description 


WSX Alternative 
Estimated Construction Start 
Begin Revenue Service 
Length of Alignment 

—Embankment 

—Overpass 

—Subway 

—At grade 

—Retained cut/fill 


Warm Springs Station Intermodal Facilities 


Ancillary Facilities 


—Traction Power (electrical substations, gap breaker stations) 


—Train Control and Communications 
—Subway Ventilation Structure(s) 
—Pumping/Emergency Access 
—Vehicle Maintenance 


Estimated Ridership in 2025 
Total New Transit Trips 
New BART Trips Systemwide 


Cost 
—Capital 
—Operating (annual average) 


WSX Alternative with Optional Irvington Station 


Irvington Intermodal Facilities 


Estimated Ridership in 2025 with Irvington Station 
Total New Transit Trips 
New BART Trips Systemwide 


Cost 
—Capital 
—Operating (annual average) 


2006° 
2010 

5.4 miles 
0.2 mile 
0.1 mile 
1.0 mile 
3.3 miles 
0.8 mile 
34 acres 
2,040 parking spaces 
7 bus bays 


7,200 
8,200 


$678 million 
$8.16 million 


18 acres 
925 parking spaces 
5 bus bays 


9,100 
10,800 


$757 million 
$9.49 million 


“ Construction is unlikely to begin in 2006. A new project schedule has yet to be determined. 


Source: San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
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Purpose of the Environmental Impact Statement 


The EIS was prepared in compliance with NEPA, the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
NEPA Regulations, 40 C.F.R. Parts 1500-1508, and joint Federal Highway Administration/Federal 
Transit Administration regulations governing the application of NEPA to transportation projects, 23 
C.F.R. Part 771. NEPA requires all federal agencies to consider the environmental consequences of 
major federal actions over which they have discretionary authority. This EIS is an informational 
document intended to inform public agencies and the public about the potential environmental effects 
that may result from implementation of the proposed action, the construction and operation of the 
proposed extension of the BART system to Warm Springs. This analysis will support the 
development of an effective mitigation program for site-specific mitigation of possible environmental 
impacts. This EIS is also intended to satisfy the requirements of Section 4(f) of the Department of 
Transportation of 1966 (now codified at 49 U.S.C. 1653 [f]) relating to use of park lands for 
transportation projects, Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965 relating 
to replacement of federally-funded park land converted to other uses, and Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act of 1966 relating to preservation of historic resources. 


As the federal lead agency, FTA is responsible for considering this EIS. Once the Final EIS is 
published, FTA will consider the Final EIS in reaching its decision and will prepare a Record of 
Decision (ROD) completing the NEPA process. The National Park Service, as a cooperating agency, 
considered the EIS in approving the conversion to non-park use of park land acquired or improved 
with federal funds pursuant to the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act, Section 6(f). Other 
agencies may also use this EIS as part of the process of issuing approvals or permits prior to 
construction. 


Scope of the Environmental Impact Statement 


On April 6, 2004, FTA published a Notice of Intent (NOJ) for the Warm Springs Extension Draft EIS 
in the Federal Register, consistent with 40 C.F.R. section 1501.7. A copy of the NOI is included as 
Appendix A of this document. As a result of a review of the subjects analyzed in the 1992 EIR and 
2003 SEIR and based on agency and public comments received in response to the NOI, BART has 
determined that the environmental resource areas listed below would be analyzed in the EIS. The 
environmental analysis incorporated herein identifies the environmental impacts of the 

WSX Alternative on those resource areas, as well as the mitigation measures proposed to avoid or 
substantially reduce environmental consequences. Operational and construction-related impacts are 
considered for each resource area. 


m Transportation 

m Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 

m Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
m Hydrology and Water Quality 

= Wetlands 


# Biological Resources 
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m Land Use and Planning 

m Parks and Recreation 

= Population, Employment, and Housing 
m Aesthetics 

= Cultural Resources 

= Noise and Vibration 

m Air Quality 

m Energy 

m Utilities and Public Services 

m Safety and Security 

= Environmental Justice 

Cumulative and indirect impacts, the relationship between short-term uses of the environment and 


long-term productivity, and irreversible commitments of resources are discussed in Chapter 5 (Other 
NEPA Considerations). 


Environmental Consequences 


The environmental analysis incorporated in the EIS identifies the adverse and beneficial 
environmental effects of the WSX Alternative and the proposed mitigation measures for adverse 
effects. Table ES-2 at the end of this chapter describes the adverse impacts and mitigation measures 
identified to avoid or reduce those impacts where feasible. 


In most cases, impacts to the affected resources would be reduced after implementation of mitigation 
measures. Some impacts, however, cannot be feasibly mitigated and would remain adverse 
environmental effects that cannot be avoided. Those impacts are listed below. 


= Impacts BIO-Cume-2 and BIO-Cume-5—Potential for loss of ruderal forb-grassland habitat 
(WSX Alternative, and with optional Irvington Station). 


= Impact BIO-Cume-3—Potential to contribute to cumulative regional impacts on the Western 
Burrowing Owl. 


= Impact A-5—Potential visual impacts due to sound walls. 


= Impact A-6—Temporary visual disturbances caused by construction. 
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= Impacts TRN-4, TRN-8, and TRN-11—Change in volume-to-capacity ratio (V/C) and level of 
service (LOS) at the intersection of Osgood Road/Durham Road/Auto Mall Parkway 
(WSX Alternative, and with optional Irvington Station). 


= Impacts TRN-7, TRN-14, TRN-19, and TRN-Cume-6—Change in V/C and LOS at the 
intersection of Mission Boulevard/Warm Springs Boulevard (WSX Alternative, and with 
optional Irvington Station). 


= Impacts TRN-20 and TRN-21—Change in LOS on northbound I-880 just south of Mission 
Boulevard (WSX Alternative, and with optional Irvington Station). 


= Impact N-2—Exposure of vibration-sensitive land uses to groundborne vibration from BART 
trains. 


= Impacts E-3, E-7, and E-Cume-2—Effects of WSX Alternative on peak- and base-period 
electricity demand (WSX Alternative, and with optional Irvington Station). 


= Impact G-1—Potential impacts resulting from earthquake-induced ground shaking and ground 
rupture. 


Beneficial Effects 


Based on the analysis and conclusions set forth in this EIS, the WSX Alternative would have 
beneficial effects in the areas of land use, transportation, air quality, and energy. Following is a 
summary of project-related benefits. 


Transportation 


As discussed in Section 4.2 (Transportation), the WSX Alternative would have beneficial impacts on 
transportation by enhancing transit opportunities within the action area; overall traffic congestion 
would be relieved to some degree. The WSX Alternative would result in an increase in new transit 
trips, particularly for trips destined for, originating in, or passing through southern Alameda County. 
Transit person trips would increase with the WSX Alternative in comparison to the No Action 
Alternative in both 2010 and 2025. The WSX Alternative would increase new transit ridership by 
4,700 daily trips in 2010 and 7,200 daily trips in 2025. The optional Irvington Station would 
increase new transit ridership to a total of 5,700 and 9,100 daily trips in 2010 and 2025 respectively. 
This increase in transit trips indicates a shift in use from automobile to transit. 


Land Use 


As discussed in Section 4.8 (Land Use), through its Strategic Plan and System Expansion Criteria, 
BART encourages intensification of land uses surrounding BART facilities to enhance increased 
transit opportunities and ridership. To the extent that the WSX Alternative encourages transit- 
oriented development, a beneficial effect would result, maximizing opportunities to foster “smart 
growth” in the vicinity of the proposed future station sites. 
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Air Quality 


As discussed in Section 4.14 (Air Quality), a reduction in the emission of reactive organic gases, 
oxides of nitrogen, and particulate matter <10 microns in diameter from mobile sources during 
operation of the WSX Alternative would result in regional air quality benefits. Such benefits would 
result from decreases in automobile and bus vehicle miles traveled (VMT) as compared to No-Build 
conditions. Implementation of the WSX Alternative also would reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 
In addition, the WSX Alternative would reduce toxic air contaminants because such emissions are 
directly correlated with VMT. 


Energy 


As discussed in Section 4.15 (Energy), the WSX Alternative would result in an overall decrease in 
Bay Area transportation energy consumption in 2010 and in 2025 as compared to No-Build 
conditions. The decrease in energy consumption would result from an action-related decrease in 
annual automobile and bus VMT. This decrease in VMT would translate into gains in energy 
efficiency, which would be a net benefit. 


Public Review Process 


Notice of Intent 


The NOI for the BART Warm Springs Extension Project DEIS was published in the Federal Register 
on April 6, 2004. Copies of the NOI were also sent to state and local agencies. 


Public Scoping Meeting 


A public scoping meeting for the WSX Alternative was held on April 28, 2004, at the Fremont Main 
Library. The purpose of the meeting was to solicit comments to help determine the scope of the 
WSX EIS. Notices were published beforehand in local newspapers announcing the time, date, 
location, and purpose of the meeting. In addition, invitations to the meeting and copies of the NOI 
were distributed to an extensive mailing list of stakeholders throughout Fremont, southern Alameda 
County, and northern Santa Clara County. More than 50 people attended the public scoping meeting. 
Comments received in response to the NOI and at the public scoping meeting have been considered, 
where applicable. 


Areas of Known Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved 


The CEQ NEPA Regulations direct federal agencies to consider areas of controversy known to the 
lead agency, including issues raised by other agencies and the public. The following areas of 
concern were raised in comments made on the NOI. 


Areas of Controversy 


= Whether alternatives previously eliminated under CEQA may be considered reasonable under 
NEPA. 
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# Relationship of WSX Alternative to future transit-oriented development. 

= Impacts of construction and maintenance dewatering on groundwater and hydrological functions 
m= Effects on conservation and restoration efforts in the project area. 

# Noise and vibration impacts and location of potential sound walls. 

m Effects of subway construction on Fremont Central Park. 

m Effects on low-income or minority populations. 


# Relationship between the WSX Alternative and the Santa Clara Valley Transit Authority’s 
Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor (SVRTC) project. 


= Cost effectiveness and funding. 


= Need for the optional Irvington Station. 


Issues to be Resolved 


= Adoption and funding of the optional Irvington Station. 
= Scheduling and coordination with Fremont’s grade separations project. 
= Location of replacement habitat for biological impacts. 


= Land use planning efforts in the vicinity of proposed Warm Springs and optional Irvington 
Stations. 


m Site-specific implementation of noise control measures. 
m Site-specific implementation of vibration control measures. 


= Impacts of construction and maintenance dewatering on groundwater and hydrological functions. 


Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 


A 45-day public review period was held to receive comments on the DEIS, which extended from 
March 11, 2005 to April 25, 2005. BART held a public hearing at 6:30 p.m. on Tuesday, April 12, 
2005, to receive public comments on the DEIS. The public hearing was held at the Washington 
Township Veterans Memorial, which is located at 37154 Second Street, Fremont, CA 94536. In 
addition to comments received at the Public Hearing, BART accepted written comments on the DEIS 
that were sent to one of the addresses listed below and received before the end of the comment 
period. BART also accepted email comments sent to the following address: 
bartwarmspringsextension @bart.gov. The public comment period ended at by 5:00 p.m. on April 25, 
2005. 
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During the public review period, written comments were submitted to one of the following addresses: 


Lorraine Lerman 

Office of Planning and Program Development 
U.S. Department of Transportation 

Federal Transit Administration, Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 2210 

San Francisco, CA. 94105 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
Attention: Shari Adams 

Warm Springs Extension Group Manager 
MS-LKS-21 

P.O. Box 12688 

Oakland, California 94604-2688 


The DEIS was available for review at the following locations: 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
300 Lakeside Drive 

21* Floor 

Oakland, CA 94612 


Fremont Main Library 
2400 Stevenson Boulevard 
Fremont, CA 94538 


Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) — Association of 
Bay Area Governments (ABAG) Library 

101 8" Street 

Oakland, CA 94607-4700 


The Executive Summary of the DEIS was also available online at BART’s website, located at 
www.bart.gov/wsx. Supporting documentation for the DEIS was also available for public review at 
the 300 Lakeside Drive address listed above. Additional information was available by calling 
510/476-3900. 


Final Environmental Impact Statement 


Following the close of the public comment period on April 25, 2005, BART and FTA considered the 
comments and prepared responses to substantive written and oral comments on the DEIS. Volume 2 
of the Final EIS includes all of the substantive comments and responses to the comments. 


Upon completion of the Final EIS, FTA published a notice of its availability. The Final EIS was 
available for public review at the same locations in which the Draft EIS was available, and copies 
were distributed to persons who commented on the Draft EIS, interested parties, and agencies that 
have authority over aspects of the project. FTA will consider the Final EIS in reaching its decision to 
approve or disapprove of the proposed project. FTA will issue a Record of Decision (ROD) no 
earlier than 30 days following the notice of availability of the Final EIS. 
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The Executive Summary of the Final EIS is available online at BART’s website: www.bart.gov/wsx. 
Supporting documentation for the FEIS is also available for public review at the following address 
and telephone number: 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
300 Lakeside Drive 

21* Floor 

Oakland, CA 94612 

Phone: 510/476-3900 
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Adverse Effect 


Mitigation Measure 


TRANSPORTATION—WSxX Alternative 


Impact TRN-4—2010 change in V/C and LOS at the 
intersection of Osgood Road/Durham Road/Auto Mall 
Parkway. 


No mitigation is available. 


Impact TRN-5—2010 change in V/C and LOS at the 
intersection of I-680 southbound ramps/Durham 
Road/Auto Mall Parkway. 


Mitigation Measure TRN-5—Improve V/C and LOS at 
the intersection of I-680 southbound ramps/Durham 
Road/Auto Mall Parkway. 


Impact TRN-6—2010 change in V/C and LOS at the 
intersection of Osgood Road/Warm Springs 
Boulevard/South Grimmer Boulevard. 


Mitigation Measure TRN-6—Improve V/C and LOS at 
the intersection of Osgood Road/Warm Springs 
Boulevard/South Grimmer Boulevard. 


Impact TRN-7—2010 change in V/C and LOS at the 
intersection of Mission Boulevard/Warm Springs 
Boulevard. 


No mitigation is available. 


Impact TRN-8—2025 change in V/C and LOS at the 
intersection of Osgood Road/Durham Road/Auto Mall 
Parkway. 


No mitigation is available. 


Impact TRN-9—2025 change in V/C and LOS at the 
intersection of I-680 southbound ramps/Durham 
Road/Auto Mall Parkway. 


Mitigation Measure TRN-5—Improve V/C and LOS at 
the intersection of I-680 southbound ramps/Durham 
Road/Auto Mall Parkway. 


Impact TRN-10—2025 change in V/C and LOS at the 
intersection of Osgood Road/Warm Springs 
Boulevard/South Grimmer Boulevard. 


Mitigation Measure TRN-6—Improve V/C and LOS at 
the intersection of Osgood Road/Warm Springs 
Boulevard/South Grimmer Boulevard. 


Impact TRN-20—2025 change in V/C and LOS on 
northbound I-880 just south of Mission Boulevard. 


No mitigation is available. 


Impact TRN-23—Reduced parking supply at Fremont 
and Warm Springs Station resulting in spillover into 
residential or commercial areas. 


Mitigation Measure TRN-23—Provide additional 
parking and implement parking monitoring program. 


Impact TRN-25—Construction-period traffic impacts. 


Mitigation Measure TRN-25—Develop and implement a 
construction phasing and traffic management plan. 


Mitigation Measure POP-7—Maintain access, traffic 
control, and parking supply during construction. 


Impact TRN-Cume2 — Contribution to cumulative 
change in 2025 in V/C and LOS at the intersection of I- 
680 southbound ramps/Durham Road/Auto Mall 
Parkway. 


Mitigation Measure TRNS5 — Improve V/C and LOS at 
the intersection of I-680 southbound ramps/Durham 
Road/Auto Mall Parkway. 


Impact TRN-Cume3 — Contribution to cumulative 
change in 2025 V/C and LOS at the intersection of 
Osgood Road/Warm Springs Boulevard/South Grimmer 
Boulevard. 


Mitigation Measure TRN6 — Improve V/C and LOS at 
the intersection of Osgood Road/Warm Springs 
Boulevard/South Grimmer Boulevard. 


Impact TRN-Cume8 — Reduced parking supply at 
Fremont Station resulting in spillover into residential or 
commercial areas. 


Mitigation Measure TRN-Cume§8 — Provide additional 
parking and implement parking monitoring program. 


Impact TRN-Cume10 — Cumulative contribution to 
construction-related impacts. 


Mitigation Measure TRN-Cume10 — Adjust the 
construction traffic management plan described in 
Mitigation Measure TRN25. 
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Adverse Effect 


Mitigation Measure 


TRANSPORTATION—Optional Irvington Station 


Impact TRN-11—2010 change in V/C and LOS at the 
intersection of Osgood Road/Durham Road/Auto Mall 
Parkway 


No mitigation is available. 


Impact TRN-12—2010 change in V/C and LOS at the 
intersection of I-680 southbound ramps/Durham 
Road/Auto Mall Parkway. 


Mitigation Measure TRN-5— Improve V/C and LOS at 
the intersection of I-680 southbound ramps/Durham 
Road/Auto Mall Parkway. 


Impact TRN-13—2010 change in V/C and LOS at the 
intersection of Osgood Road/Warm Springs 
Boulevard/South Grimmer Boulevard. 


Mitigation Measure TRN-6—Improve V/C and LOS at 
the intersection of Osgood Road/Warm Springs 
Boulevard/South Grimmer Boulevard. 


Impact TRN-14—2010 change in V/C and LOS at the 
intersection of Mission Boulevard/Warm Springs 
Boulevard. 


No mitigation is available. 


Impact TRN-15—2010 change in V/C and LOS at the 
intersection of Osgood Road/Driscoll Road/Washington 
Boulevard. 


Mitigation Measure TRN-15—Improve V/C and LOS at 
the intersection of Osgood Road/Driscoll 
Road/Washington Boulevard. 


Impact TRN-17—2025 change in V/C and LOS at the 
intersection of I-680 southbound ramps/Durham 
Road/Auto Mall Parkway. 


Mitigation Measure TRN-5—Improve V/C and LOS at 
the intersection of I-680 southbound ramps/Durham 
Road/Auto Mall Parkway. 


Impact TRN-18—2025 change in V/C and LOS at the 
intersection of Osgood Road/Warm Springs 
Boulevard/South Grimmer Boulevard. 


Mitigation Measure TRN-6—Improve V/C and LOS at 
the intersection of Osgood Road/Warm Springs 
Boulevard/South Grimmer Boulevard. 


Impact TRN-19—2025 change in V/C and LOS at the 
intersection of Mission Boulevard/Warm Springs 
Boulevard. 


No mitigation is available. 


Impact TRN-21—2025 change in V/C and LOS on 
northbound I-880 just south of Mission Boulevard. 


No mitigation is available. 


Impact TRN-24—Reduced parking supply at Fremont 
and Irvington Stations resulting in spillover into 
residential or commercial areas. 


Mitigation Measure TRN-24—Implement parking 
monitoring program. 


Impact TRN-26—Construction-period traffic impacts in 
the vicinity of the optional Irvington Station. 


Mitigation Measure TRN-25—Develop and implement a 
construction phasing and traffic management plan. 


Mitigation Measure POP-7—Maintain access, traffic 
control, and parking supply during construction. 


Impact TRN-Cume4 — Contribution to cumulative 
change in 2025 V/C and LOS at the intersection of I-680 
southbound ramps/Durham Road/Auto Mall Parkway. 


Mitigation Measure TRN5 -Improve V/C and LOS at 
the intersection of I-680 southbound ramps/Durham 
Road/Auto Mall Parkway. 


Impact TRN-CumeS — Contribution to cumulative 
change in 2025 V/C and LOS at the intersection of 
Osgood Road/Warm Springs Boulevard/South Grimmer 
Boulevard. 


Mitigation Measure TRN6 — Improve V/C and LOS at 
the intersection of Osgood Road/Warm Springs 
Boulevard/South Grimmer Boulevard. 


Impact TRN-Cume6 — 2025 change in V/C and LOS at 
the intersection of Mission Boulevard/Warm Springs 
Boulevard. 


No feasible mitigation is available. 


Impact TRN-Cume7 — Contribution to cumulative 
change in 2025 V/C and LOS at the intersection of 
Osgood Road/Driscoll Road/Washington Boulevard. 


Mitigation Measure TRN-Cume?7 — Improve V/C and 
LOS at the intersection of Osgood Road/Driscoll 
Road/Washington Boulevard. 
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Adverse Effect 


Mitigation Measure 


Impact TRN-Cume9 — Cumulative contribution to 
reduced parking supply at Fremont and Irvington 
Stations resulting in spillover into residential or 
commercial areas. 


Mitigation Measure TRN-Cume9 — Implement parking 
monitoring program. 


GEOLOGY AND SOILS—WSX Alternative 


Impact G-1—Potential impacts resulting from 
earthquake-induced ground shaking and ground rupture 


Mitigation Measure G-1—Conduct geotechnical surveys 
to accurately locate the primary and secondary traces of 
the HFZ. 


Mitigation Measure G-2—Design and construct BART 
tracks on engineered embankments. 


Mitigation Measure G-3—Design and construct 
proposed alignment excavations to accommodate future 
track repair and realignment. 


Mitigation Measure G-4—Implement redundant 
emergency response measures from the BART 
Emergency Plan. 


These mitigation measures will minimize but cannot 
eliminate this potential impact; therefore, this impact is 
considered to be unavoidable. 


Impact G-2—Potential impacts resulting from fault 
creep within the Hayward fault zone. 


Mitigation Measure G-5—Perform periodic track and 
structure inspection, track alignment surveys, and 
reports of adverse track conditions by train operators. 


Mitigation Measure G-6—Design proposed structures to 
accommodate fault creep. 


Impact G-3 — Potential impacts resulting from expansive 
soils. 


Mitigation Measure G-7—Design proposed structures to 
account for potential soil expansion. 


Impact G-4—Potential impacts resulting from soil 
compression. 


Mitigation Measure G-8—Implement appropriate design 
criteria to minimize the potential for detrimental soil 
compression and ground settlement. 


Mitigation Measure G-9—Monitor ground settlement 
during operation of the WSX Alternative. 


Impact G-5—Potential impacts on paleontological 
resources as a result of WSX construction. 


Mitigation Measure G-10—Identify Pleistocene units 
before construction. 


Mitigation Measure G-11— Provide paleontological 
monitoring for construction activities with potential to 
disturb Pleistocene units. 


Mitigation Measure G-12—Stop work if vertebrate 
fossils are encountered during site preparation or 
construction. 
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Adverse Effect 


Mitigation Measure 


GEOLOGY AND SOILS—Optional Irvington Station 


Impact G-6—Potential impacts of optional Irvington 
Station resulting from earthquake-induced ground 
shaking and ground rupture. 


Mitigation Measure G-1—Conduct geotechnical surveys 
to accurately locate the primary and secondary traces of 
the HFZ. 


Mitigation Measure G-4—Implement redundant 
emergency response measures from the BART 
Emergency Plan. 


Mitigation Measure G-7—Design proposed structures to 
account for potential soil expansion 


Mitigation Measure G-13—Locate Irvington Station 
structures outside the zone of potential fault rupture. 


Impact G-14—Design and construct all Irvington Station 
structures in accordance with applicable building 
standards. 


Impact G-7—Potential impacts on paleontological 
resources as a result of WSX construction. 


Mitigation Measure G-10—Identify Pleistocene units 
before construction. 


Mitigation Measure G-11— Provide paleontological 
monitoring for construction activities with potential to 
disturb Pleistocene units. 


Mitigation Measure G-12—Stop work if vertebrate 
fossils are encountered during site preparation or 
construction. 


Impact G-8—Potential slope instability in excavations 
and during construction. 


Mitigation Measure G-15—Design and construct deep 
excavations according to applicable building codes. 


HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS—WSX Alternative 


Impact HazMat- 1—Creation of a hazard to the public or 
to the environment from reasonably foreseeable 
accidents involving the release of hazardous materials. 


Mitigation Measure HazMat-1—Implementation of 
BART Emergency Plan. 


Impact HazMat-3—Exposure of workers or the public to 
hazardous materials in the soil or groundwater resulting 
in adverse health effects. 


Mitigation Measure HazMat-3—Conduct additional site 
characterization; prepare and implement site-specific 
health and safety plan; develop and implement a 
soil/groundwater management plan 


Impact HazMat-4— Potential handling of hazardous 
materials within 0.25 mile of an existing school. 


Mitigation Measure HazMat-3—Conduct additional site 
characterization; prepare and implement site-specific 
health and safety plan; develop and implement a 
soil/groundwater management plan 


Impact HazMat-5—Potential for demolition or 
renovation of existing structures to expose workers to 
lead-based paint and asbestos-containing materials. 


Mitigation Measure HazMat-5—Survey and properly 
handle materials from structures that may contain 
asbestos and lead-based paint. 


Impact HazMat-6—Potential for interruption or delay of 
ongoing site investigation/remediation activities. 


Mitigation Measure HazMat-6—Cooperation and 
coordination with responsible site 
investigation/remediation parties and agencies. 


HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS—Optional Irvington Station 


Impact HazMat- 1—Creation of a hazard to the public or 
to the environment from reasonably foreseeable 
accidents involving the release of hazardous materials. 


Mitigation Measure HazMat-1—Implementation of 
BART Emergency Plan. 
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Impact HazMat-3—Exposure of workers or the public to 
hazardous materials in the soil or groundwater resulting 
in adverse health effects. 


Mitigation Measure HazMat-3—Conduct additional site 
characterization; prepare and implement site-specific 
health and safety plan; develop and implement a 
soil/groundwater management plan 


Impact HazMat-5—Potential for demolition or 
renovation of existing structures to expose workers to 
lead-based paint and asbestos-containing materials. 


Mitigation Measure HazMat-5—Survey and properly 
handle materials from structures that may contain 
asbestos and lead-based paint. 


Impact HazMat-6—Potential for interruption or delay of 
ongoing site investigation/remediation activities. 


Mitigation Measure HazMat-6—Cooperation and 
coordination with responsible site 
investigation/remediation parties and agencies. 


HYDROLOGY—WSxX Alternative 


Impact H-1—Alteration of flooding conditions due to 
changes in infiltration rates, drainage patterns, or the rate 
and amount of surface runoff. 


Mitigation Measure H-1—Design and implement a 
stormwater management system to safely convey 
stormwater. 


Impact H-3—Loss of flood storage capacity at Tule 
Pond South. 


Mitigation Measure H-3—Mitigate the loss of flood 
storage capacity by providing an equal or greater amount 
of storage capacity at the same location. 


Impact H-4—Delivery of increased pollutant loads to 
urban drainages from expanded impervious areas. 


Mitigation Measure H-4—Incorporate design features 
and implement best management practices (BMPs) for 
post-construction water quality protection. 


Impact H-8—Water quality degradation from 
operational dewatering. 


Mitigation Measure H-8—Obtain NPDES permit and 
implement permit conditions for all operational 
dewatering activities that discharge to surface waters. 


Impact H-9—Potential for accelerated erosion and 
discharge of sediment into water bodies as a result of 
ground-disturbing activities. 


Mitigation Measure H-9—Ensure implementation of 
stormwater general NPDES permit conditions. 


Impact H-10—Water quality degradation at Lake 
Elizabeth, Mission Creek, Tule Pond, and Cafiada de 
Aliso during construction. 


Mitigation Measure H-10(a)—Implement water quality 
control measures to prevent release of sediment. 


Mitigation Measure H-10(b)— Obtain NPDES permit 
and implement permit conditions for all construction 
dewatering activities that discharge to surface waters. 


Impact H-11—Release of hazardous substances that 
violate water quality standards. 


Mitigation Measure H-1 1—Implement hazardous 
materials spills prevention and control plan. 


Impact H-12—Potential depletion of local groundwater 
supplies during construction. 


Mitigation Measure H-12—Develop and implement a 
construction dewatering plan. 


Impact H-13—Temporary reduction in flood storage 
capacity at Lake Elizabeth. 


Mitigation Measure H-13(a)—Limit construction of cut- 
and-cover subway to the dry season. 


Mitigation Measure H-13(b)—Create additional flood 
storage capacity equal to or greater than the temporary 
reduction in flood storage during construction. 


Impact H-Cume1 — Potential for increased hardscape 
area to reduce groundwater infiltration and increase peak 
flows in area drainages. 


Mitigation Measure H- 1—Design and implement a 
stormwater management system to safely convey 
stormwater. 


Mitigation Measure H-4—Incorporate design features 
and implement best management practices (BMPs) for 
post-construction water quality protection. 
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HYDROLOGY—Optional Irvington Station 


Impact H-14—Alteration of flooding conditions due to 
changes in infiltration rates, drainage patterns, or the rate 
and amount of surface runoff as a result of the presence 
of optional Irvington Station. 


Mitigation Measure H-1—Design and implement a 
stormwater management system to safely convey 
stormwater. 


Impact H-Cume3 — Potential for optional Irvington 
Station to increase the Action-related contribution to any 
cumulative regional impacts on groundwater recharge 
and peak flood flows. 


Mitigation Measure H-1—Design and implement a 
stormwater management system to safely convey 
stormwater. 


WETLANDS—WSxX Alternative 


Impact WL-1—Permanent loss of wetlands habitat. 


Mitigation Measure WL-1—Restore, create, and protect 
wetland habitat to mitigate loss of wetland habitat. 


Impact WL-2—Loss of riparian forest habitat. 


Mitigation Measure WL-2—Enhance, recreate, or 
restore riparian forest to compensate for the loss of 
riparian forest habitat. 


Impact WL-4—Temporary disturbance of open water 
habitat. 


Mitigation Measure WL-4—Install erosion barriers. 


Impact WL-5—Temporary disturbance of wetlands and 
creek habitat. 


Mitigation Measure WL-5(a)—Avoid or minimize 
disturbance of wetlands and creeks. 


Mitigation Measure WL-5(b)—Restore disturbed 
wetlands and creek habitat. 


Mitigation Measure WL-5(c)—Compensate for 
temporary loss of wetlands and creek habitat. 


Impact WL-6—Temporary disturbance of riparian forest 
habitat. 


Mitigation Measure WL-6(a)—Minimize disturbance of 
riparian habitats. 


Mitigation Measure WL-6(b)—TIf it is not possible to 
avoid work in riparian areas, restore disturbed riparian 
forest areas. 


Impact WL-Cumel! — Potential for loss of wetlands and 
riparian habitat. 


Mitigation Measure WL-1—Restore, create, and protect 
wetland habitat to mitigate loss of wetland habitat. 


Mitigation Measure WL-2—Enhance, recreate, or 
restore riparian forest to compensate for the loss of 
riparian forest habitat. 


BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES—WSxX Alternative 


Impact BIO-1—Effects of increased noise and 
groundborne vibration on wildlife. 


Mitigation Measure N-1—Implement noise-reducing 
measures at noise-sensitive land uses in the WSX 
Alternative corridor. 


Mitigation Measure N-2—Implement vibration-reducing 
measures at vibration-sensitive land uses in the WSX 
Alternative corridor. 


Impact BIO-3—Loss of occupied Western Burrowing 
Owl habitat and direct impacts on Western Burrowing 
Owls. 


Mitigation Measure BIO-3—Implement on- and offsite 
replacement of Western Burrowing Owl habitat. 
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Impact BIO-4—Removal of trees. 


Mitigation Measure BIO-4(a)—Conduct a tree survey to 
assess tree resources affected by the WSX Alternative. 


Mitigation Measure BIO-4(b)—Provide replacement 
trees for the removal of protected trees. 


Impact BIO-6—Temporary disturbance of ruderal forb- 
grassland. 


Mitigation Measure BIO-6(a)— Minimize and avoid 
forb-grassland habitat. 


Mitigation Measure BIO-6(b)—Minimize erosion of 
stockpiled soil. 


Mitigation Measure H-9—Ensure implementation of 
NPDES permit conditions. 


Mitigation Measure H-10(a)—Implement water quality 
control measures to prevent release of sediment. 


Impact BIO-8—Temporary disturbance of habitat for 
Western Burrowing Owl. 


Mitigation Measure BIO-8—Conduct preconstruction 
surveys for nesting and wintering Burrowing Owls, and 
implement measures to avoid or minimize impacts if 
owls are present. 


Impact BIO-9—Temporary noise disturbance of nesting 
common and special-status raptors. 


Mitigation Measure BIO-9—Conduct a preconstruction 
survey for nesting raptors, and implement measures to 
avoid or minimize impacts if nesting special-status 
raptors are present. 


Impact BIO-11—Temporary disturbance of nesting 
swallows. 


Mitigation Measure BIO-11—Avoid construction during 
swallow nesting season or remove empty nests and 
prevent new nesting. 


Mitigation Measure WL-6(a)—Minimize disturbance of 
riparian habitats. 


Impact BIO-12—Disturbance or loss of wetlands and 
upland habitat identified as potential habitat for 
California red-legged frog. 


Mitigation Measure BIO-12(a)—Implement measures to 
avoid and minimize disturbance of California red-legged 
frog and California tiger salamander habitat at South 
Tule Pond (New Marsh). 


Mitigation Measure BIO-12(b)—Compensate for 
permanent and temporary impacts to California red- 
legged frog and California tiger salamander habitat at 
South Tule Pond (New Marsh). 


Mitigation Measure BIO-12(c)—Biological Monitoring. 


Impact BIO-13—Permanent and temporary disturbance 
of potential California tiger salamander upland 
estivation habitat. 


Mitigation Measure Bio-12(a)—Implement measures to 
avoid and minimize disturbance of California red-legged 
frog and California tiger salamander habitat at South 
Tule Pond (New Marsh). 


Mitigation Measure BIO-12(b)—Compensate for 
permanent and temporary impacts to California red- 
legged frog and California tiger salamander habitat at 
South Tule Pond (New Marsh). 


Mitigation Measure BIO-12(c)—Biological Monitoring. 
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Impact BIO-14—Water quality degradation effects on 
fish in Mission Creek and Lake Elizabeth during 
construction. 


Mitigation Measure H-9—Ensure implementation of 
NPDES permit conditions. 


Mitigation Measure H-10(a)—Implement water quality 
control measures to prevent release of sediment. 


Mitigation Measure H-10(b)—Obtain NPDES permit for 
all construction dewatering activities that discharge to 
surface waters. 


Impact BIO-16—Potential for fish stranding leading to 
mortality during dewatering activities. 


Mitigation Measure BIO-16—Capture and relocate any 
stranded fish during dewatering activities. 


Impact BIO-Cume?2 — Potential for loss of ruderal forb- 
grassland habitat. 


Mitigation Measure BIO-3—Implement on- and offsite 
replacement of Western Burrowing Owl habitat. This 
cumulative impact is considered to be unavoidable. 


Impact BIO-Cume3 — Potential to contribute to 
cumulative regional impacts on the Western Burrowing 
Owl. 


Mitigation Measure BIO-3—Implement on- and offsite 
replacement of Western Burrowing Owl habitat. 


Mitigation Measure BIO-8—Conduct preconstruction 
surveys for nesting and wintering Burrowing Owls, and 
implement measures to avoid or minimize impacts if 
owls are present. However, cumulative loss of suitable 
habitat for the Western Burrowing Owl in the region is 
considered unavoidable. 


Impact BIO-Cume4 — Potential for construction-related 
cumulative impacts. 


Mitigation Measure WL-5(a)—Avoid or minimize 
disturbance of wetlands and creeks. 


Mitigation Measure WL-5(b)—Restore disturbed 
wetlands and creek habitat. 


Mitigation Measure WL-5(c)—Compensate for 
temporary loss of wetlands and creek habitat. 


Mitigation Measure WL-6(a)—Minimize disturbance of 
riparian habitats. 


Mitigation Measure WL-6(b)—TIf it is not possible to 
avoid work in riparian areas, restore disturbed riparian 
forest areas. 


Mitigation Measure BIO-8—Conduct preconstruction 
surveys for nesting and wintering Burrowing Owls, and 
implement measures to avoid or minimize impacts if 
owls are present. 


Mitigation Measure BIO-9—Conduct a preconstruction 
survey for nesting raptors, and implement measures to 
avoid or minimize impacts if nesting special-status 
raptors are present. 


Mitigation Measure BIO-11—Avoid construction during 
swallow nesting season or remove empty nests and 
prevent new nesting. 


Impact BIO-CumeS — Potential for loss of ruderal forb- 
grassland habitat. 


No mitigation is available. 


Table ES-2. Continued 


Page 9 of 14 


Adverse Effect 


Mitigation Measure 


BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES—Optional Irvington Station 


Impact BIO-18—Removal of protected trees from 
Irvington Station site. 


Mitigation Measure BIO-4(a)— Conduct a tree survey to 
assess tree resources affected by the WSX Alternative. 


Mitigation Measure BIO-4(b)—Provide replacement 
trees for the removal of protected trees. 


Impact BIO-19—Temporary noise disturbance of 
common and special-status nesting raptors at optional 
Irvington Station site. 


Mitigation Measure BIO-9—Conduct a preconstruction 
survey for nesting raptors, and implement measures to 
avoid or minimize impacts if nesting special-status 
raptors are present. 


LAND USE—WSxX Alternative 


Impact LU-3—Creation of construction impacts, such as 
traffic and circulation obstructions, noise, dust, and other 
pollutants, and safety issues. 


Mitigation Measure LU-3—Limit construction-related 
effects on land uses adjacent to the project alignment in 
Fremont Central Park. 


PARKS AND RECREATION—WS<X Alternative 


Impact PR-1—Occurrence or acceleration of substantial 
deterioration of park and recreational facilities or 
programs. 


Mitigation Measure A-3—Implement measures to 
conceal the ventilation structures. 


Mitigation Measure N-1—Implement noise-reducing 
measures at noise-sensitive land uses in the WSX 
Alternative corridor. 


Mitigation Measure N-3—Design and construct 
electrical substations, vent shafts, and other ancillary 
facilities to reduce noise. 


Impact PR-3—Construction-related disruptions to park 
and recreation facilities or programs. 


Mitigation Measure PR-3—Limit construction-related 
disruptions to Fremont Central Park. 


POPULATION, ECONOMICS, AND HOUSING—WSX Alternative 


Impact POP-3—Displacement of existing businesses or 
housing, especially affordable housing. 


Mitigation Measure POP-3—Acquire property and 
relocate residences and businesses. 


Impact POP-7—Substantial diminishment in access to 
and parking at businesses and residences. 


Mitigation Measure POP-7—Maintain access, traffic 
control, and parking supply during construction. 


Impact POP-Cume2 — Potential to restrict access and 
egress to existing businesses, residences, and community 
facilities or to reduce parking supply. 


Mitigation Measure POP-Cume2 — Coordinate access 
and traffic control during construction of cumulative 
projects. 


POPULATION, ECONOMICS, AND HOUSING—Op 


tional Irvington Station 


Impact POP-10—Displacement of existing businesses or 
housing as a result of the optional Irvington Station, 
especially affordable housing. 


Mitigation Measure POP-3—Acquire property and 
relocate residences and businesses. 


Impact POP-12—Disruption or division of the physical 
arrangement of an existing community in the vicinity of 
the Irvington Station site such that social interaction 
within the community is severely hampered. 


Mitigation Measure POP-7—Maintain access, traffic 
control, and parking supply during construction. 


Impact POP-14—Substantial diminishment in access to 
and parking at businesses and residences near Irvington 
Station site. 


Mitigation Measure POP-7—Maintain access, traffic 
control, and parking supply during construction. 
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Impact POP-Cume4 — Potential for construction of the 
Irvington Station to restrict access and egress to existing 
businesses, residences, and community facilities or to 
reduce parking supply. 


Mitigation Measure POP-Cume2 — Coordinate access 
and traffic control during construction of cumulative 
projects. 


AESTHETICS—WSxX Alternative 


Impact A-1—Reconfiguration of Tule Pond, resulting in 
change of a well-defined landscape feature. 


Mitigation Measure A-1—Protect and replace vegetation 
near Tule Pond. 


Impact A-3—Potential Adverse effects on visual quality 
and character of Fremont Central Park from proposed 
ventilation structures. 


Mitigation Measure A-3—Implement measures to 
conceal the ventilation structures. 


Impact A-4—Introduction of new elements associated 
with the proposed Warm Springs Station. 


Mitigation Measure A-4—Ensure design of proposed 
Warm Springs Station is consistent with existing 
environment. 


Impact A-5—Potential visual impacts due to sound 
walls. 


Preferred Mitigation Measure A-5(i)—Screen views of 
sound walls with landscaping. 


Alternative Mitigation Measure A-5(ii)—Provide 
surface treatments. 


Because exact heights of sound walls cannot be 
determined at this time, this impact may be unavoidable. 


Impact A-6—Temporary visual impacts caused by 
construction. 


Mitigation Measure A-6—Take measures to conceal 
temporary construction activities. Even with this 
mitigation measure in place, impacts may be 
unavoidable. 


AESTHETICS—Optional Irvington Station 


Impact A-7—Introduction of new elements or 
demolition of existing structures in area of optional 
Irvington Station. 


Mitigation Measure A-7(a)—Ensure design of an 
optional Irvington Station is consistent with existing 
environment. 


Mitigation Measure A-7(b)—Incorporate Gallegos 
Winery site into design of optional Irvington Station. 


CULTURAL RESOURCES—WSxX Alternative 


Impact CR-1b—Potential for vibration damage to 
William Y. Horner House. 


Mitigation Measure N-2—Implement vibration-reducing 
measures at vibration-sensitive land uses in the 
WSX Alternative corridor. 


Mitigation Measure N-5-—Employ vibration-reducing 
construction practices. 


Impact CR-2—Potential for ground-disturbing activities 
to result in substantial change in the significance of 
archaeological resources: site CA-ALA-343 and 
previously unknown or buried cultural deposits or 
human remains. 


Mitigation Measure CR-2(a)—Prepare and implement 
MOA and historical properties treatment plan for APE. 


Mitigation Measure CR-2(b)—Conduct 
geomorphological research and subsurface 
investigations, including backhoe trenching. 


Mitigation Measure CR-2(c)—Conduct subsurface 
testing, data recovery, and reporting for CA-ALA-343. 


Mitigation Measure CR-2(d)—Stop work if buried 
cultural deposits are encountered during construction 
activities. 
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Impact CR-Cume-1—Potential for damage to 
archaeological resources. 


Mitigation Measure CR-2(a)—Prepare and implement 
MOA and treatment plan for APE. 


Mitigation Measure CR-2(b)—Conduct 
geomorphological research and subsurface 
investigations, including backhoe trenching. 


Mitigation Measure CR-2(c)—Conduct subsurface 
testing, data recovery, and reporting for CA-ALA-343. 


Mitigation Measure CR-2(d)—Stop work if buried 
cultural deposits are encountered during construction 
activities. 


Mitigation Measure CR-5—Preserve and interpret 
structural remains of Gallegos Winery and associated 
features. 


Impact CR-Cume-2—Potential for damage to William 
Y. Horner House. 


Mitigation Measure N-2—Implement vibration-reducing 
measures at vibration-sensitive land uses in the WSX 
Alternative corridor. 


CULTURAL RESOURCES—Optional Irvington Station 


Impact CR-5—Potential impact on structural remains of 
Gallegos Winery and associated features. 


Mitigation Measure CR-5—Preserve and interpret 
structural remains of Gallegos Winery and associated 
features. 


Impact CR-6—Potential impact on a significant 
architectural resource: Ford House. 


Mitigation Measure CR-6(a)—Document the Ford 
House. 


Mitigation Measure CR-6(b)—Adapt Ford House for 
reuse. 


NOISE AND VIBRATION—WSX Alternative 


Impact N-1—Exposure of noise-sensitive land uses to 
noise from BART trains in the WSX Alternative 
corridor. 


Mitigation Measure N-1—Implement noise-reducing 
measures at noise-sensitive land uses in the WSX 
Alternative corridor. 


Impact N-2—Exposure of vibration-sensitive land uses 
to groundborne vibration from BART trains. 


Mitigation Measure N-2—Implement vibration-reducing 
measures at vibration-sensitive land uses in the WSX 
Alternative corridor. 


There may be some situations where implementation of 
all feasible, available mitigation measures may not avoid 
or minimize impacts. 


Impact N-3—Exposure of noise-sensitive land uses to 
noise from ancillary equipment. 


Mitigation Measure N-3—Design and construct 
electrical substations, vent shafts, and other ancillary 
facilities to minimize noise. 


Impact N-4—Exposure of noise-sensitive land uses to 
construction noise. 


Mitigation Measure N-4(a)—Employ noise-reducing 
construction practices. 


Mitigation Measure N-4(b)—Disseminate essential 
information to residences and implement a complaint 
response/tracking program. 


Impact N-S—Exposure of vibration-sensitive land uses 
to construction vibration. 


Mitigation Measure N-S—Employ vibration-reducing 
construction practices. 
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Impact N-Cume-2—Cumulative contribution to 
cumulative construction-related noise and vibration 
impacts. 


Mitigation Measure N-4(a)—Employ noise-reducing 
construction practices. 


Mitigation Measure N-4(b)—Disseminate essential 
information to residences and implement a complaint 
response/tracking program. 


Mitigation Measure N-5—Employ vibration-reducing 
construction practices. 


NOISE AND VIBRATION—Optional Irvington Statio 


i—} 


Impact N-1—Exposure of noise-sensitive land uses to 
noise from BART trains in the WSX Alternative 
corridor. 


Mitigation Measure N-1—Implement noise-reducing 
measures at noise-sensitive land uses in the WSX 
Alternative corridor. 


Impact N-2—Exposure of vibration-sensitive land uses 
to groundborne vibration from BART trains. 


Mitigation Measure N-2—Implement vibration-reducing 
measures at vibration-sensitive land uses in the WSX 
Alternative corridor. 


Impact N-3—Exposure of noise-sensitive land uses to 
noise from ancillary equipment. 


Mitigation Measure N-3—Design and construct 
electrical substations, vent shafts, and other ancillary 
facilities to reduce noise. 


Impact N-4—Exposure of noise-sensitive land uses to 
construction noise. 


Mitigation Measure N-4(a)—Employ noise-reducing 
construction practices. 


Mitigation Measure N-4(b)—Disseminate essential 
information to residences and implement a complaint 
response/tracking program. 


Impact N-5—Exposure of vibration-sensitive land uses 
to construction vibration. 


Mitigation Measure N-5-—Employ vibration-reducing 
construction practices. 


Impact N-Cume-2—Cumulative contribution to 
cumulative construction-related noise and vibration 
impacts. 


Impact N-Cume-2—Cumulative contribution to 
cumulative construction-related noise and vibration 
impacts. 


Air Quality—WSX Alternative 


Impact AQ-6—Generation of emissions during project 
construction. 


Mitigation Measure AQ-1—Comply with BAAQMD 
feasible control measures for construction emissions of 
PM10. 


Mitigation Measure AQ-2—Provide a construction 
emissions plan for diesel particulate matter. 


ENERGY—WSxX Alternative 


Impact E-3—Effects on peak- and base-period 
electricity demand. 


No mitigation is available. 


Impact E-4—Effects of construction on the consumption 
of nonrenewable energy resources. 


Mitigation Measure E-4—Develop and implement a 
construction energy conservation plan. 


Impact E-Cume-2—Contributions of the 

WSX Alternative (without and with the optional 
Irvington Station) to peak- and base-period electricity 
demand. 


No mitigation is available. 


Impact E-Cume3 — Effects of Proposed Project 
construction on the consumption of nonrenewable 
energy resources. 


Mitigation Measure E-4—Develop and implement a 
construction energy conservation plan. 
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ENERGY—Optional Irvington Station 


Impact E-7—Effects of the optional Irvington Station on 
peak- and base-period electricity demand. 


No mitigation is available. 


Impact E-8—Effects of construction of optional 
Irvington Station on the consumption of nonrenewable 
energy resources. 


Mitigation Measure E-4—Develop and implement a 
construction energy conservation plan. 


UTILITIES AND PUBLIC SERVICE—WSX Alternati 


ive 


Impact UPS-1—Potential conflicts with Hetch Hetchy 
water pipelines and electrical transmission lines and 
ACWD water lines. 


Mitigation Measure UPS-1—Coordinate with the San 
Francisco Public Utilities Commission and ACWD staff. 


Mitigation Measure UPS-2—Provide protection from 
stray electrical currents. 


Mitigation Measure UPS-3—Proper clearance from 
Hetch Hetchy electrical transmission lines will be 
maintained. 


Impact UPS-2—Potential disruptions of utilities, 
electrical transmission lines, pipelines, and fiber optic 
cables related to the operation of the WSX Alternative. 


Mitigation Measure UPS-1—Coordinate with the San 
Francisco Public Utilities Commission and ACWD staff. 


Mitigation Measure UPS-2—Provide protection from 
stray electrical currents. 


Mitigation Measure UPS-4—Maintain clearance beneath 
electrical transmission lines. 


Impact UPS-4—Construction-related service 
interruptions 


Mitigation Measure UPS-1—Coordinate with the San 
Francisco Public Utilities Commission and ACWD staff. 


Mitigation Measure UPS-5—Coordinate with affected 
utilities, companies, and agencies that own pipelines and 
underground conduits to arrange necessary relocation 
and protection of existing lines. 


SAFETY AND SECURITY—WSXX Alternative 


Impact SS-1—Impacts on local community safety 
services. 


Mitigation Measure SS-1—Coordination with the 
Fremont Fire Department. 


Impact SS-2—Inadequate lighting or visual obstructions 
at park-and-ride lots. 


Mitigation Measure SS-2(a)—Implement safety and 
security criteria to deter crime. 


Mitigation Measure SS-2(b)—Use cameras and security 
patrols to enhance safety. 


Impact SS-3—Safety of workers and work sites during 
construction. 


Mitigation Measure SS-3—Implement safety rules, 
procedures and policies to protect workers and work 
sites during construction. 


SAFETY AND SECURITY—Optional Irvington Station 


Impact SS-1—Impacts on local community safety 
services. 


Mitigation Measure SS-1—Coordination with the 
Fremont Fire Department. 


Impact SS-2—Inadequate lighting or visual obstructions 
at park-and-ride lots. 


Mitigation Measure SS-2(a)—Implement safety and 
security criteria to deter crime. 


Mitigation Measure SS-2(b)—Use cameras and security 
patrols to enhance safety. 
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Impact SS-3—Safety of workers and work sites during Mitigation Measure SS-3—Implement safety rules, 

construction. procedures and policies to protect workers and work 
sites during construction. 


Chapter 1 
Introduction 


1.1 Introduction 


The Federal Transit Administration (FTA), as lead agency, and the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid 
Transit District (BART) have prepared this environmental impact statement (EIS) for the proposed 
Warm Springs Extension (WSX), an extension of the BART system in the City of Fremont 
(Fremont), from its current terminus in central Fremont to the Warm Springs district in southern 
Fremont. This introductory chapter provides an overview and brief history of the proposed action 
and an outline of the organization of this document and the public review process. 


1.2 Overview of Proposed Action 


BART has been in operation since 1972 and currently operates in four Bay Area counties: San 
Francisco, Alameda, Contra Costa, and San Mateo. The most recent extensions to the BART system 
are the extensions to Dublin/Pleasanton in eastern Alameda County, to Pittsburg/Bay Point in eastern 
Contra Costa County, and to the San Francisco International Airport in San Mateo County, with a 
terminus in Millbrae, California. 


In southern Alameda County, BART operates service to downtown Fremont. The Fremont service 
currently terminates at the Fremont BART Station, which is near the Fremont Civic Center. The 
entire existing BART system is shown in Figure 1-1. 


In response to public policies and support for the extension of BART in southern Alameda County, 
BART proposed a 5.4-mile extension of the BART system south from the existing Fremont Station 
to a new station at Warm Springs. This extension is the Proposed Action analyzed in this EIS. The 
Proposed Action also includes an optional station at Irvington. 


BART previously prepared an environmental impact report (EIR) in 1992 and a supplemental EIR in 
2003 for this project in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). At the 
conclusion of CEQA review, the BART Board of Directors adopted the project on June 26, 2003. 
Recent changes in state transportation funding priorities have caused BART to seek federal funding 
for the project. This EIS is intended to satisfy the requirements of the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969 (NEPA) and other environmental requirements that apply to federal actions, such as 
Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act (49 U.S.C. Section 303) and Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act. 


For purposes of this EIS, BART is considering two alternatives for the Warm Springs Extension: the 
BART Warm Springs Extension Alternative (WSX Alternative) and the No-Build Alternative. These 
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alternatives are described in detail in Chapter 3, Alternatives Considered. This EIS incorporates by 
reference material from the CEQA EIR and supplemental EIR; it does not consider in detail 
alternatives that were evaluated during the CEQA process and found not to satisfactorily meet the 
project’s purpose and need. Chapter 3 also briefly describes alternatives that were considered in 
previous studies and eliminated from detailed analysis in the EIS. 


1.3 Background of Proposed Action 


In the early 1990s, BART developed a project and conducted an environmental review pursuant to 
CEQA to extend BART service from the current terminus at the Fremont BART Station through 
Fremont to the Warm Springs district. The BART WSX project was originally developed in 
response to growth projections for the study area that indicated a need for consideration of alternative 
travel modes to better meet current and anticipated travel demand in combination with regional 
freeway network limitations. The project was also intended to respond to several specific policy 
mandates for improved transit service. 


= 1980 BART Board of Directors’ adoption of its first extension staging policy, identifying four 
extensions, including the WSX. 


= Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s (MTC’s) inclusion of BART to Warm Springs as a 
programmed project in its New Rail Transit Starts and Extension Program (MTC Resolution 
1876 as amended). 


= Voter-approved and sanctioned Measure B sales tax in Alameda County, which provides partial 
funding for a one-station extension to Warm Springs. 


= Naming of Warm Springs Extension as a Transportation Control Measure in MTC Resolution 
2131 — Transportation Contingency Plan of the 1982 Air Quality Plan. 


= Boatwright Law (Senate Bill 1715/Chapter 1259 of 1988), which set extension priorities and 
authorized construction of the West Pittsburg [Pittsburg/Bay Point], Dublin, and Warm Springs 
Extensions, pending funding and environmental approvals. Both the Pittsburg/Bay Point and 
Dublin extensions have subsequently been constructed. 


1.3.1 1992 Adopted Project 


In 1991, BART prepared an EIR for the WSX project (San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
1992a, 1992b). On September 15, 1992, the BART Board of Directors certified the BART Warm 
Springs Extension Final Environmental Impact Report and adopted a project consisting of a 5.4-mile, 
two-station extension of the BART system, with stations at Irvington and Warm Springs. This 
project is referred to as the 1992 Adopted Project and is briefly described in the following 
paragraphs. The 1992 Adopted Project was not constructed because sufficient funds were not 
available at that time. 


As proposed, the alignment of the 1992 Adopted Project (identified as Alternative 5, Design Option 
2A, in the 1992 EIR) would have begun at the existing elevated Fremont BART Station and extended 
southeasterly. The same vehicles that provide service to the Fremont Station would be used for the 
WSX project. The alignment would have followed an aerial alignment through Fremont Central Park 
that skirted the eastern edge of Lake Elizabeth. The alignment would have continued on an aerial 
structure over the former Southern Pacific (SP) railroad track, curved south between the former SP 
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railroad track and the former Western Pacific (WP) railroad track,’ and crossed over Paseo Padre 
Parkway. The alignment would have then transitioned to a below-grade* crossing under Washington 
Boulevard to arrive at the Irvington Station. 


From the Irvington Station, the alignment would have risen to grade* and remained at grade over the 
Blacow Road underpass and under the Auto Mall Parkway overpass. From Auto Mall Parkway, the 
alignment would have risen to an embankment and an aerial structure to cross the former WP 
railroad track at Grimmer Boulevard and continued above grade to the elevated Warm Springs 
Station. The alignment would have then transitioned to grade, and would have had approximately 
3,000 feet of tail track* south of the Warm Springs Station. 


The 1992 Adopted Project also included a subway design option (identified as Design Option 2S in 
the 1992 EIR) that, contingent on local funding, would have substituted a subway alignment under 
Fremont Central Park for the aerial alignment proposed as Design Option 2A. The 1992 Adopted 
Project alignment is shown in Figure 1-2. 


1.3.2 Fremont Grade Separation Project 


Since BART adopted the original WSX Project in 1992, the City of Fremont has independently 
undertaken the Washington Boulevard and Paseo Padre Parkway Railroad Grade Separation Project 
(referred to herein as the “grade separation project’). The project involves constructing two grade- 
separated railroad crossings: An automobile underpass is planned for Paseo Padre Parkway between 
Gomes Road and Hancock Drive, and an automobile overpass is planned for Washington Boulevard 
between Bruce Drive and Roberts Avenue. 


The city’s grade separation project will include relocation of the former SP railroad tracks. 
Currently, the former WP and SP railroad tracks, both of which are currently owned by UP, are 
separated by approximately 500 feet at Paseo Padre Parkway and approximately 300 feet at 
Washington Boulevard. The former SP track will be relocated to the east, parallel to the WP 
alignment. Relocating the former SP track will provide the opportunity to construct a Paseo Padre 
Parkway underpass and a Washington Boulevard overpass that are not unduly long or prohibitively 
expensive. 


The grade separation project has been approved by the City of Fremont, and funding has been 
obtained. The purpose of the two grade separations is to decrease traffic delays and reduce risks 
resulting from the existing at-grade rail crossings. The grade separations will help facilitate the 
extension of BART through the area, but the grade separation project is needed to improve traffic 


' Currently, Union Pacific Railroad (UP) owns and operates the western set of tracks in the railroad corridor. The 
eastern set of railroad tracks has two owners: The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) owns the 
eastern track alignment south of Paseo Padre Parkway, and UP owns the eastern alignment north of Paseo Padre 
Parkway. UP also temporarily conducts limited train operations on the eastern alignment south of Paseo Padre 
Parkway. For clarity in this EIS, the railroad tracks on the eastern side of the UP right-of-way will be referred to as 
the former WP tracks, and the railroad tracks on the western side of the UP right-of-way will be referred to as the 
former SP tracks. 

* Below grade refers to the location of a structure or transit guideway below the level of the ground surface. 

> Grade and at grade refer to the location of a structure or transit guideway at the same level as the ground surface 
or on a moderate surface embankment. 

* Tail track refers to track(s) behind the last station used for reversing trains and train storage. 
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flow and safety independent of BART and will proceed regardless of whether the WSX Alternative is 
adopted. The grade separations will occur before the WSX Alternative is constructed and, therefore, 
must be taken into account in project design and alternatives. Conditions without the grade 
separation project are also described in this document. Figure 1-3 illustrates the geographical extent 
of the city’s grade separation project. 


1.3.3 2003 Modified Project 


When the WSX CEQA EIR was certified in 1992, Fremont did not support the recommended project 
alternative (Alternative 5, Design Option 2A, in the 1992 EIR), which included an aerial alignment 
over Lake Elizabeth in Fremont Central Park. Fremont did support the alternative that included a 
subway alignment under Lake Elizabeth (Design Option 2S in the 1992 EIR). Sufficient funds were 
not available to construct either alternative. However, because of public support for the extension of 
rail transit service from Fremont, BART continued to consider the possibility of an extension from 
Fremont to Warm Springs and other transit agencies continued to study the regional corridor. 


Due to changed conditions in the project area, including Fremont’s grade separation project, in 2002, 
BART initiated the preparation of a CEQA supplemental EIR (San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit 
District 2003) to address modifications to the Adopted Project studied in the 1992 EIR. The 
principal modification from the 1992 Adopted Project is the change from an aerial structure to a 
subway alignment under Fremont Central Park and Lake Elizabeth, which would reduce 
environmental impacts on the park. Other important changes include an at-grade alignment from 
Paseo Padre Parkway to the end of the extension, where the 1992 alignment included both aerial and 
below-grade segments (see Figure 1-4). Also, the Irvington Station, which was a part of the 1992 
Adopted Project, was made an optional station due to perceived funding constraints. 


A Notice of Preparation (NOP) and CEQA Initial Study were submitted to the State Clearinghouse 
on March 5, 2002. A CEQA scoping meeting was conducted on March 25, 2002, which 
approximately 100 citizens and agency representatives attended. Comments received in response to 
the NOP and at the public scoping meeting were considered in the preparation of the supplemental 
EIR. 


A draft supplemental EIR was published in March 2003, and a public comment period continued 
from March 25 to May 9, 2003. A public hearing was held on April 14, 2003. Following the close 
of the public comment period, the BART Board of Directors certified the final supplemental EIR on 
June 26, 2003. At the June 26, 2003 meeting, the BART Board of Directors adopted the Proposed 
Project analyzed in the supplemental EIR. 


The 2003 supplemental EIR is available for review upon request at BART headquarters, 300 
Lakeshore Drive, 21st Floor, Oakland, CA 94612, Oakland, CA. 


1.4 Description of the WSX Alternative 


The Proposed Project analyzed in the 2003 Supplemental EIR is identical to the WSX Alternative 
evaluated in this EIS. No changes to the project design, concept, or scope have been made since the 
BART Board of Directors adopted the 2003 Proposed Project. 
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The alignment of the WSX Alternative (shown in Figure 1-5) generally parallels portions of the UP 
tracks and Interstates 680 and 880 (I-680 and I-880) in southern Alameda County. The initial 
segment of the WSX Alternative alignment would begin on an embankment at the southern end of 
the existing Fremont BART Station. The alignment would pass over Walnut Avenue on an aerial 
structure and descend into a cut-and-cover subway” north of Stevenson Boulevard. The alignment 
would continue southward in the subway structure under Fremont Central Park and the eastern arm 
of Lake Elizabeth, and surface to grade between the former WP and SP railroad alignments north of 
Paseo Padre Parkway. The new alignment would pass over grade-separated Paseo Padre Parkway on 
a bridge structure, and then continue southward at grade, passing under a grade-separated 
Washington Boulevard. From Washington Boulevard south to South Grimmer Boulevard, the WSX 
Alternative alignment would continue at grade along the former WP alignment. Near South 
Grimmer Boulevard, the alignment would bear to the east and continue south, crossing over South 
Grimmer Boulevard, to the end of the WSX Alternative (just south of the Warm Springs Station). 
The WSX Alternative also includes an optional station at Irvington. 


The WSX Alternative is at grade for a large portion of the alignment. With the exception of the 
initial segment over Walnut Avenue, which is aerial, and the Fremont Central Park portion of the 
alignment, which is underground, the WSX Alternative would be constructed at grade (refer to 
Figure 1-4). 


A detailed project description is provided in Chapter 3, Alternatives Considered. 


1.4.1 Area Studied for the WSX Alternative 


For the purposes of this EIS, the area studied is the area surrounding the WSX Alternative corridor 
that potentially could be affected by project operation and construction activities. The area studied 
for the WSX Alternative is bounded by the existing Fremont BART Station to the north, the Alameda 
County line to the south, the East Bay hills to the east, and the San Francisco Bay to the west. The 
area studied is shown in Figure 1-6. The area shown in Figure 1-6 was considered in the process of 
making the determinations of appropriate study areas for each environmental resource. As described 
in Section 4.1, Introduction to Environmental Analysis, those determinations were based on the 
relevant characteristics of the individual resources. 


1.4.2 WSX Alternative Corridor 


The WSX Alternative corridor includes the WSX Alternative alignment and station areas, as well as 
the proposed contractor laydown areas, all of which are described in detail in Chapter 3, Alternatives 
Considered. The corridor is approximately 5.4 miles long and is approximately 100 feet wide. The 

WSX Alternative corridor is shown in Figure 1-5. 


° Cut-and-cover refers to a method of building subways in which a trench is excavated, a concrete box structure 
through which trains will pass is constructed in the trench, and the box structure is covered with soil to return the 
ground level to its preexisting condition. 
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1.5 Environmental Impact Statement Purpose and 
Intended Use 


BART prepared the EIS in compliance with NEPA and the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
NEPA Regulations, 40 C.F.R. Parts 1500-1508. This EIS is intended to inform public agencies and 
the public about the potential environmental effects that may result from implementation of the 
Proposed Action. 


Under NEPA, a lead agency is the federal government agency that has the principal responsibility for 
carrying out or approving a project and, therefore, has the principal responsibility for preparing 
NEPA documents. As the lead agency for the Proposed Action, FTA is responsible for considering 
this EIS. FTA will consider the Final EIS in reaching its decision and will prepare a Record of 
Decision (ROD), completing the NEPA process. The National Park Service (NPS), as a cooperating 
agency, has considered the EIS in approving the conversion to non-park use of parkland acquired or 
improved with federal funds pursuant to the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act, Section 6(f). 


This document is also intended to satisfy the requirements of Section 4(f) of the Department of 
Transportation of 1966 (now codified at 49 USC 1653[f]), Section 6(f) of the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund Act of 1965, Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, and 
executive orders on environmental stewardship, transportation infrastructure, environmental justice, 
floodplain management, and protection of wetlands. 


The analysis presented in the EIS was used to support the development of an effective program for 
implementing site-specific mitigation measures to offset possible environmental impacts and to 
provide information to interested members of the public and public agencies about potential impacts 
resulting from the Proposed Action. Through the formal public review process associated with the 
Draft EIS, the public and various organizations and agencies have been afforded an opportunity to 
comment on the Draft EIS. Other agencies may also use this EIS as part of the process of issuing 
approvals or permits prior to construction. Table 1-1 provides a list of agencies that may use this 
document and areas over which these agencies have authority. Chapter 8 identifies the agency 
coordination and consultation undertaken during the EIS process and in compliance with NEPA and 
other federal environmental requirements. 
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Table 1-1. Agencies with Review, Permit, and/or Approval Authority 
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Permit or Approval Jurisdiction, 


Documentation or Prior Actions 


Agency Statutory Authority Actions Covered Required 

FEDERAL 

Federal Transit NEPA; Clean Air Act of | Lead federal agency for EIS; Approval of this EIS, Record of 

Administration 1970 as amended granting of funding; conformity Decision, and CAA Conformity 
evaluation of project with State Analysis 
Implementation Plan under 
Clean Air Act (CAA) 

US. Section 404 permit Section 404 oversight; CAA Review of EIS 

Environmental (Clean Water Act Conformity determination 

Protection Amendment of 1977); 

Agency Clean Air Act of 1970 as 

amended 


U.S. Department 
of Interior 


U.S. National 
Park Service 


US. Fish and 
Wildlife Service 


U.S. Army 
Corps of 
Engineers 


Advisory 
Council on 
Historic 
Preservation 


STATE 


Public Utilities 
Commission 


Department of 
Parks and 
Recreation 


Section 4(f) (Department 
of Transportation Act of 
1966) 


Section 6(f)(3) (Land 
and Water Conservation 
Fund) 


Section 7 (Federal 
Endangered Species Act 
of 1972); Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act of 1918 


Section 404 permit 
(Clean Water Act) 


Section 106 review 
(National Historic 
Preservation Act of 
1966) 


Operation/Safety 
Approval 


Approval of a transportation 
project for use of publicly 
owned land such as a park, 
recreation area, wildlife refuge, 
or land from a historic site of 
national, state, or local 
significance 


Approval of conversion to non- 
park use of publicly owned park 
property, or park facilities 
whose acquisition or 
construction were financed by 
the Fund. 


Section 7 — Taking (kill, harm, 
capture, harass, etc.) of 
endangered and other special- 
status plant or animal species 


Permits for discharge of dredged 
or fill materials into waters of 
the United States, including 
jurisdictional wetlands 
according to Section 404 (b) (1) 
guidelines 


Review of project for potential 
disturbance to significant 
historic and archaeological 
resources 


Operating/safety approvals 
within railroad rights-of-way 


Concurrence with National Park 
Service approval of conversion 
of federally funded park land to 
non-park uses. 


Section 4(f) evaluation 


Section 6(f) evaluation 


Biological Assessment; Review 
of EIS 


Review of EIS 


Finding of Effect 


Proposed project plans 
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Agency 


Statutory Authority 


Permit or Approval Jurisdiction, 
Actions Covered 


Documentation or Prior Actions 
Required 


Department of 
Fish and Game 


State Historic 
Preservation 
Office 


Native American 
Heritage 
Commission 


REGIONAL 


Regional Water 
Quality Control 
Board 


Bay Area Air 
Quality 
Management 
District 


Metropolitan 
Transportation 
Commission 


LOCAL 


City of Fremont 


Alameda County 
Water District 


Fish and Game Code, 
Sections 1601—1603 


review 


Section 106 of National 
Historic Preservation 
Act of 1966 


Public Resource Code 
Section 5097 


Section 401 and 402 of 
Clean Water Act; Porter- 
Cologne Act 


Section 176 (c) of Clean 
Air Act of 1970, as 
amended 


Section 176 (c) of Clean 
Air Act of 1970, as 
amended 


Encroachment permit 


Drilling permit 


Sections 1601-1603 — 
Streambed Alteration 
Agreement, review of project for 
potential to alter streamflows or 
the bed and bank of a stream, 
lake, or pond. 


Review and final approval of 
Historic Property Survey and 
Effects Reports (statement 
indicating whether it has any 
concerns about projects that will 
disrupt soil or alter buildings); 
party to Memorandum of 
Agreement for any adverse 
effects on historic properties 


Review of project for potential 
disturbance to native American 
heritage/burial sites 


Section 401 and Porter Cologne 
Act — Water quality 
certification, or waiver thereof, 
for potential construction in 
wetlands areas determined to be 
under U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers’ jurisdiction 


Air quality conformity 


Review all applications for state 
or federal funding; Air quality 
conformity 


Encroachment of city property 
requiring the use of an 
encroachment permit 


Fremont, Newark, and Union 
City Well Ordinances regulate 
all work on wells and boreholes 
associated with water wells, 
geotechnical investigations, and 
chemical investigations 


Notification of streambed 
alteration and environmental 
documentation 


Finding of Effect 


Consultation letter; review of 
EIS 


Review of EIS 


Proposed Action plans and EIS 


Encroachment permit 
application and three copies of 
proposed plans 


Drilling permit application and 
site plans 
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Permit or Approval Jurisdiction, | Documentation or Prior Actions 


Agency Statutory Authority Actions Covered Required 

Alameda County Encroachment permit Encroachment of district Encroachment permit 
Flood Control property requiring the use of an _— application and copies of 
and Water encroachment permit proposed plans 
Conservation 

District 


1.6 Organization and Content of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement 


The content and format of the EIS have been designed to meet the requirements of NEPA. Pursuant 
to NEPA, BART and FTA have published both and Draft and Final EIS documents: 


= BART and FTA published a Draft EIS on March 11, 2005, which was available for public review 
during the period from March 11, 2005 to April 25, 2005. (For more information on the public 
review process, please refer to Section 1.7, “Public Review Process.’’) 


= The Final EIS is composed of two volumes. Volume | is a complete version of the revised Draft 
EIS text. The revisions include those suggested or requested during the public comment period 
and revisions initiated by staff, such as clarifications or corrections of minor typographical errors. 
Volume 2 of the Final EIS presents each comment received on the Draft EIS and the response to 
each comment. The material contained in each Final EIS volume is summarized in the following 
paragraphs. 


1.6.1 Volume 1 


Volume 1| of the Final EIS is organized into the following chapters: 


m The Executive Summary provides a brief summary of the EIS; a brief background and history of 
the Proposed Action; a brief description of the WSX Alternative; an explanation of the purpose 
and use of the EIS, the scope of the EIS, and the public review process conducted during the 
development of the EIS; and presentation of the major conclusions, areas of known controversy, 
and issues to be resolved. 


= Chapter 1, Introduction, provides an overview and background of the Proposed Action; a brief 
description of the WSX Alternative; discussion of the use and scope of the EIS, including 
identification of the lead federal agency; introduction of document organization; and a summary 
of the public review process. 


= Chapter 2, Purpose and Need, discusses in detail the purpose and need of the Proposed Action. 


= Chapter 3, Alternatives Considered, discusses the proposed alternatives and alternatives that were 
previously considered and eliminated from detailed analysis in the EIS. 


= Chapter 4, Environmental Analysis, provides information on the affected environment and 
environmental consequences of the Proposed Action, including existing conditions related to 


BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 1-9 
Volume 1 J&S 04071.04 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Chapter 1. Introduction 


various resource areas, potential effects of the proposed alternatives on those resources, and 
mitigation measures for potential impacts. 


m Chapter 5, Other NEPA Considerations, identifies irreversible and irretrievable commitments of 
resources, analyzes cumulative impacts of the alternatives together with other projects, and 
examines the relationship between the short-term uses of the environment and long-term 
productivity. 


m Chapter 6, Section 4(f)/Section 6(f) Evaluation, analyzes the adverse effects of the Proposed 
Action on parks, recreation areas, and historic sites. 


= Chapter 7, Financial Considerations, discusses the funding for the Proposed Action and the 
proposed financial plan for implementation. 


= Chapter 8, Agency and Community Participation, summarizes the scoping process for the 
Proposed Action, coordination with public agencies that has occurred, and the public outreach 
efforts conducted during the preparation of the EIS. 


= Chapter 9, Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals Receiving Copies of the Final EIS, provides 
a list of the entities to which the Final EIS has been distributed. 


= Chapter 10, References, provides the references used in the preparation of the EIS. 


= Chapter 11, List of Preparers, provides the names of the key individuals involved in the 
preparation of this document. 


= Anacronyms fold out list includes a list of acronyms and abbreviations used in this EIS and their 
definitions, and the index provides a list of key terms in the document and their location. 


= The following Appendices to the EIS are included in this volume. 
Q Notice of Intent. 


Q 2003 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan. 


Q Biological Resources Information: 


= California Natural Diversity Database Search for the Niles, Milpitas, Mountain View, 
Newark, Hayward, Dublin, Livermore, La Costa Valley, and Calaveras Reservoir 7.5- 
Minute USGS Topographic Quadrangles. 


m USS. Fish and Wildlife Service Species Lists for the Proposed Project Area. 
m Results of Surveys Conducted for Special-Status Birds and Nesting Raptors. 
m Results of Special-Status Plant Surveys. 

m Results of California Red-Legged Frog Surveys. 

# Results of Burrowing Owl Survey. 


m Tables Listing Special-Status Species with Potential to Occur in the WSX Alternative 
Corridor. 


Q Floodplain Finding Report 
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Q Cultural Resources Information: 


= Consultation and coordination with California Department of Parks and Recreation and 
the State Office of Historic Preservation. 


m Draft Memorandum of Agreement with State Office of Historic Preservation. 
Q U.S. Department of Transportation Section 4(f)/6(f) Consultation. 


In addition to the appendices listed above, environmental technical reports containing the analyses 
summarized in the EIS were prepared for some resources areas. 


1.6.2 Technical Data 


All supporting documentation for the DEIS, including the following technical reports is available for 
review at the BART offices at 300 Lakeside Drive, 21st Floor, Oakland, CA 94612. 


m= Draft Inventory and Evaluation Report and Finding of Effect (FOE) for BART Warm Springs 
Extension. 


m Transportation Technical Report. 
= Wetlands Delineation Report. 
# Biological Assessment for the California Tiger Salamander. 


In addition to the appendices listed above, environmental technical reports containing the analyses 
summarized in the EIS were prepared for some resources areas. 


1.6.3 Volume 2 


Volume 2 of the Final EIS presents all substantive comments received by BART and FTA during the 
public review process. Volume 2 includes two chapters: 


= Chapter | presents an Introduction to the FEIS process; and 


m= Chapter 2 presents a copy of each comment BART received during the public review period from 
federal, state, regional and local agencies, public and private organizations, and individuals, and 
BART’s response to each comment. 


1.7 Public Review Process 
1.7.1 Notice of Intent 


The lead agency must publish a Notice of Intent (NOI) in the Federal Register, consistent with the 
CEQ NEPA Regulations, 40 C.F.R. Section 1501.7. The NOI serves as the official legal notice that a 
federal agency is commencing preparation of an EIS. An NOI for the BART WSX Draft EIS was 
filed on April 6, 2004. Copies of the NOI for the EIS were provided to the California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) and to local agencies, including MTC, the Alameda County Congestion 
Management Agency (ACCMA), Alameda/Contra Costa Transit Authority (AC Transit), and the 
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA). 
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1.7.2 Public Scoping Meeting 


A public scoping meeting for the Proposed Action was held on April 28, 2004, at the Fremont Main 
Library. The purpose of the meeting was to solicit comments to help determine the scope of the EIS. 
Notices were published beforehand in local newspapers announcing the time, date, location, and 
purpose of the meeting. In addition, invitations to the meeting and copies of the NOI were 
distributed to an extensive mailing list of agencies and stakeholders throughout Fremont, southern 
Alameda County, and northern Santa Clara County. The scoping comment period extended from the 
publication of the NOI on April 6, 2004 until 5 p.m. on May 17, 2004. More than 50 people attended 
the public scoping meeting. Comments received in response to the NOI and at the public scoping 
meeting have been considered, where applicable. A scoping report summarizing all comments 
received during the scoping period was prepared and is available at the BART office at 300 Lakeside 
Drive, 21st floor, Oakland, CA 94612. 


1.7.3 Review of Environmental Impact Statement 


Draft EIS 


BART provided the public with an opportunity to review the Draft EIS during a 45-day public 
review period from March 11, 2005 to April 25, 2005. BART held a public hearing to receive public 
testimony on the Draft EIS on April 12, 2005 at the Washington Township Veterans Memorial, 
which is located at 37154 Second Street, Fremont, CA 94536. The public hearing began at 6:30 p.m. 
BART accepted comments made during the public hearing as well as those submitted by email or in 
writing. The comment period closed at 5:00 p.m. on April 25, 2005. Supporting documentation for 
the DEIS was also made available for public review at the 300 Lakeside address listed below. BART 
accepted written comments received at either one of the addresses listed below: 


Lorraine Lerman 

Office of Planning and Program Development 
U.S. Department of Transportation 

Federal Transit Administration, Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 2210 

San Francisco, CA. 94105 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
Attention: Shari Adams 

Warm Springs Extension Group Manager 
MS-LKS-21 

P.O. Box 12688 

Oakland, CA 94604-2688 


The Draft was available for review at the following locations: 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
300 Lakeside Drive 

21st Floor 

Oakland, CA 94612 
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Fremont Main Library 
2400 Stevenson Boulevard 
Fremont, CA 94538 


Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC)/Association of Bay Area 
Governments (ABAG) Library 

101 8th Street 

Oakland, CA 94607-4700 


The executive summary for the Draft EIS was also available online at BART’s web site during the 
public comment period (www.bart.gov/wsx). Additional information was available by calling (510) 
476-3900. 


Final EIS 


Following the close of the public comment period on April 25, 2005, BART and FTA considered the 
substantive written and oral comments received on the Draft EIS. Volume 2 of the Final EIS 
includes all of the substantive comments and responses to those comments. 


Upon completion of the Final EIS, FTA published a notice of availability of the Final EIS. BART 
made the Final EIS available for public review at the same locations in which the Draft EIS was 
available, and it distributed copies to persons who commented on the Draft EIS, interested parties, 
and agencies that have authority over aspects of the project. FTA will consider the Final EIS in 
reaching a decision to approve of the proposed project, and it will prepare a Record of Decision no 
earlier than 30 days following publication and distribution of the Final EIS. 
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2.1 Introduction 


Transportation has become a critical issue for people living and working in southern Alameda 
County and northern Santa Clara County. A surge in population, including a nearly 20% population 
increase over the past decade in the City of Fremont, has increased traffic on regional roadways. 
Highway improvements have not kept up with the demand for more highway capacity. Congestion 
on I-680 and I-880, the two major regional roadways linking Santa Clara, Alameda, and Contra 
Costa Counties, has worsened considerably over the last decade, and escalating traffic volumes have 
reached levels considered unacceptable by Caltrans and other regional monitoring agencies. 


To address this need, the purpose of this project is to enhance transit ridership and reduce overall 
traffic congestion, shortening travel times and improving reliability. The project is also intended to 
help accommodate projected future growth in employment and population, reduce pressure to expand 
roads, and support the region’s efforts to meet state and federal air quality standards. In addition, 
improvements to the regional transit network would enhance the link between the southern Alameda 
County-northern Santa Clara County area and the rest of the East Bay and San Francisco. 


2.2 Need for Project 


The need for a transportation improvement project in this corridor is based on the recognition of 
existing and future transportation constraints in the study area. The anticipated growth in 
employment and population in southern Alameda and northern Santa Clara Counties and related 
congestion along the regional freeway network establish a need to improve public transit service in 
the area. Improved transit service could better meet existing local and regional transportation 
demands and increase transportation capacity to accommodate future growth in areawide 
employment and population. 


2.2.1 Growth in Alameda and Santa Clara Counties 


During the past decade, job opportunities have increased throughout the Silicon Valley area, 
including downtown San Jose and the Cities of Fremont, Milpitas, and Santa Clara. Employment 
growth in the Silicon Valley during the late 1990s fostered more competition in the housing market, 
which caused workers to move farther from their places of employment to find affordable housing. 
To meet the demands of the expanding job market in the regional corridor, residential development 
has extended to the communities of southern Alameda County, surrounding counties, and the Central 
Valley. 
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The City of Fremont and Alameda County have undergone substantial changes in population, 
demographics, and housing conditions over the past decade, as well as changes in income, real estate, 
employment, business activity, retail sales, and municipal revenues and expenditures. These changes 
have outpaced many locations in the Silicon Valley, and the city’s growth rate continues to outpace 
that of Alameda County: residential construction is strong, median and average home prices have 
increased, and employment and business activity since 1990 have significantly outpaced projections. 
This growth suggests that Fremont will soon import workers from other Bay area locations and 
communities farther away. (For more information regarding demographics and income, housing, and 
employment, refer to Section 4.10, Population, Economics, and Housing.) 


The population and commuter surge, including a nearly 20% population increase over the past 
decade in the City of Fremont alone, has overwhelmed regional roadways with thousands of 
additional cars. In 2000, it was estimated that there were approximately 400,000 weekday 
automobile trips between the East Bay and Santa Clara County. By 2015, Fremont is projected to 
have 127,300 employed residents and 130,190 total jobs, indicating an increasing number of workers 
commuting to work in Fremont (Association of Bay Area Governments 2002). 


Since the early 2000s, economic growth has slowed in Fremont and the Silicon Valley. However, 
even under slower economic growth scenarios, the number of vehicle trips is projected to increase in 
the Warm Springs corridor. By 2015, Fremont is projected to have 127,300 employed residents and 
130,190 total jobs compared to 108,597 employed residents and 108,410 total jobs in 2000, 
indicating an increasing number of workers commuting to work in Fremont (Association of Bay Area 
Governments 2002). By 2025, the number of weekday automobile trips between the East Bay and 
Santa Clara County is expected to exceed 500,000 vehicle trips. (Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission 2001.) 


In its recent report, Mobility for the Next Generation, Transportation 2030 Plan for the San 
Francisco Bay Area, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) projects that the Bay Area 
population will grow to 8.8 million by 2030. Approximately 62% of the region’s population will be 
found in Santa Clara, Alameda, and Contra Costa Counties, which will collectively house over 

5 million residents. Jobs will remain concentrated in Santa Clara, Alameda, and San Francisco 
Counties, with 3.3 million jobs in these three counties. Average household income in the Bay Area 
will rise in real terms to $118,000 in 2030, and the level of auto ownership is likely to rise along with 
income, as most families will be able to purchase additional vehicles (Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission 2004). 


2.2.2 Traffic Congestion 


Highway improvements have not able to keep up with the demand for more capacity. I-880 is 
congested beyond the peak travel period, despite a major widening project in central Fremont. In 
2001, over 160,000 cars per day traveled this roadway in this area in each direction. I-680, parallel 
to I-880 on the east side of Fremont, has also emerged as one of the Bay Area’s most congested 
traffic corridors, with over 140,000 cars per day on the Sunol Grade (Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission 2001). In 2000, morning peak-hour traffic at the Alameda-Santa Clara County line was 
over 15,000 vehicles per hour (vph) in the southbound direction and about 11,000 vph in the 
northbound directions for I-680 and I-880 combined. By 2025, these morning peak-hour volumes 
are expected to increase by 28 percent to about 19,500 vph in the southbound direction and by 45 
percent to almost 15,900 vph in the northbound direction (SVRTC 2003). 
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Based on 2004 peak hour data from the Alameda County Congestion Management Agency, a number 
of I-680 and I-880 freeway segments parallel to the WSX alignment currently operate at level of 
service (LOS) D or worse during AM and PM peak hours. On I-880, the two southbound segments 
from Stevenson Boulevard to Mission Boulevard and from Mission Boulevard to Dixon Landing 
Road both operate at LOS F in the AM Peak Hour. In the PM Peak Hour, the southbound Mission 
Boulevard to Dixon Landing Road segment operates at LOS E and the northbound segment operates 
at LOS D. On I-680, the two northbound freeway segments from Scott Creek Road to SR 238 and 
from SR 238 to SR 84 both operate at LOS E (Alameda County Congestion Management Agency 
2004). 


MTC’s report, Bay Area Transportation: State of the System 2004, indicates that Bay Area residents’ 
appetite for travel leveled off in 2003, reflecting the region’s continued economic slump, marked by 
a three percent decrease in jobs and a sluggish one percent increase in population between 2002 and 
2003. While the regional growth has slowed in the near term, long-term forecasts assume a rebound. 
By 2030, the region’s population is expected to grow to 8.7 million people (compared to 6.9 in 2003) 
and employment to 5.2 million jobs (compared to 3.2 million in 2003) (Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission, Bay Area 2004). 


According to MTC, the total number of daily trips made by Bay Area residents is projected to grow 
by 35% (to a total of 28.5 million trips) by the year 2030, and two of the three most significant 
changes in daily trips between Bay Area counties from 2000 to 2030 will occur over the Sunol Grade 
(116% increase in daily trips), and within the I-680 south corridor between Contra Costa and 
Alameda Counties (88% increase in daily trips) (Metropolitan Transportation Commission 2004). 
Highway and freeway expansion to respond to the need for improved regional access is possible, but 
limits exist. Caltrans estimates that I-880, the primary north-south freeway in the area, could be 
expanded from the existing 4 to 6 lanes to 8 to 10 lanes. However, as explained above, future 
demand is expected to exceed this capacity by as much as six additional lanes, and this scale of 
expansion is not feasible. 


Arterial streets in the project vicinity are also expected to carry heavier traffic volumes in the future 
under No-Build conditions. Of 14 selected intersections located on Fremont area arterial roadways, 
all 14 currently operate at LOS D or better for both AM and PM peak hour conditions. For AM peak 
hour conditions in the project horizon year of 2025, 13 of the 14 arterial roadways are anticipated to 
have a worse LOS than current conditions and 6 would operate at LOS E or F. For the 2025 PM 
peak hour conditions, 13 of the 14 intersections would have a worse level of service and 4 would 
operate at LOS E or F. 


2.2.3 Transit Accessibility 


The BART system that links the southern Alameda County area with the rest of the East Bay, San 
Francisco, and northern San Mateo County, now terminates in central Fremont. For southbound 
travelers, reaching residential and employment centers in southern Alameda County and Santa Clara 
County is often inconvenient and time-consuming by transit, due to the lack of convenient street and 
freeway access from the Fremont BART Station. For northbound travelers attempting to reach the 
BART system, the need to travel long distances on congested freeways or surface streets by 
automobile or bus reduces the speed and reliability of access to the system. Improved access to the 
transit system is needed to attract riders and divert a significant number of people from automobiles. 
There is no direct automobile route between Fremont Station and Warm Springs, and a train on the 
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WSX alignment would clearly have a time advantage over an automobile following a much more 
indirect route and stopping at intersections. 


2.2.4 Air Quality 


The increased traffic volume and congestion in the region resulting from growth in employment and 
population has contributed to increased pollutant emissions in the study area. The study corridor is 
located within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB), which includes all of San 
Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara, Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, and Napa Counties, and parts of 
Sonoma and Solano Counties. The State of California has designated the SFBAAB as a serious non- 
attainment area for ozone and a non-attainment area for inhalable particulate matter less than 10 
microns in diameter (PM10). The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) has designated 
the SFBAAB as an unclassified nonattainment area for 1-hour ozone (2006 attainment deadline), and 
a marginal non-attainment area for 8-hour ozone. 


MTC identifies transit as an alternative to the private automobile that can reduce annual average 
daily travel (AADT), which would reduce vehicular emissions in the air basin (Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission 2001). The WSX Alternative was named a Transportation Control 
Measure in MTC Resolution 2131, the Transportation Contingency Plan of the 1982 Air Quality 
Plan. 


2.2.5 Energy Efficiency 


Increased traffic volumes and longer commuting distances for employees have combined to increase 
the number of vehicle miles traveled annually in the Bay Area. Traffic congestion also has meant 
that automobiles frequently travel at slower and less efficient speeds, which contributes not just to air 
pollution, but also to less efficient use of energy that could be used for other regional needs. 
Transportation-related energy consumption involves energy used by the operation of vehicles 
(automobile, truck, bus, or train) within the region. Improved access to mass-transit systems can 
provide energy savings because they are able to transport people much more efficiently than private 
automobiles. According to a 1983 Caltrans report (Caltrans 1983) on energy and transportation 
systems, transit (including freight) consumed only 2% of the total energy utilized by California’s 
transportation sector. 


2.2.6 Smart Growth 


Smart Growth is a planning approach that promotes the development of livable neighborhoods, or 
neighborhoods that are safe, convenient, attractive, and affordable. Although smart growth has a 
variety of meanings, the common thread among the many different views of smart growth is that it is 
development that revitalizes central cities and older suburbs, supports and enhances public transit, 
promotes walking and bicycling, and preserves open spaces and agricultural lands (Association of 
Bay Area Governments 2004). 


Smart Growth discourages sprawl, because sprawl leads to increased traffic and congestion by 
increasing the distance between jobs, homes, and other attractions (shopping centers, service areas), 
and encourages dependency on automobiles. To discourage sprawl, smart growth emphasizes mixed 
land use and multiple transportation choices to manage congestion, reduce pollution, and save 
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energy. It also promotes development in already built-up areas, through either infill or 
redevelopment, which can take advantage of existing infrastructure (Smart Growth America 2004) . 


Transit systems frequently support smart growth goals because they often lead to growth in infill 
areas and produce positive economic benefits for the community in which they are constructed. 
Improved access to high-volume transit systems, such as BART, support smart growth goals by 
enabling more clustered, compact growth, because the transit stations become an important part of 
the community and serve as catalyst for transit-oriented development (TOD). TOD promotes a 
mixture of land uses, such as restaurants, convenience and other retail stores, and high-density 
residential use. 


2.3 Project Purpose 


Employment throughout the South Bay and Silicon Valley area has contributed to high levels of 
traffic and congestion in the Fremont—South Bay Area. Although economic growth has slowed 
recently, the number of vehicle trips in the Warm Springs corridor is still expected to grow. In fact, 
traffic congestion and conditions during peak periods are expected to worsen in the region in the 
coming 15 to 20 years (Metropolitan Transportation Commission 2001). Increased traffic volume 
and congestion will lead to increased vehicular emissions and further degradation of air quality. 


The purpose of this project is to address transportation and air quality problems in the project 
corridor with a transportation improvement project that will: 


m™ increase transit access and ridership, 

™ improve environmental quality, 

m provide development catalyst and transit-oriented development, 

™ ensure compatibility with adjacent land uses and planned development, 

m provide transportation services equitably to all segments of the population, 


™ support community goals and institutional objectives. 


2.3.1 Increase Transit Access and Ridership 


The project purpose includes addressing regional transportation needs by improving overall access 
for transit patrons in southern Alameda County and northern Santa Clara County, and facilitating 
transfers between modes and between regional and local transit services. The transportation 
improvements should reduce travel times for commuters in the regional corridor, maximize transit 
ridership, and provide increased transportation choices, particularly during peak-commute periods. 
Enhanced transit access would improve the viability of existing transit systems and help relieve 
traffic congestion by attracting riders to transit who would otherwise use local or regional roadways. 
Increased transit ridership in the Warm Springs area, for example, would mean some relief on 
congested roadways in the project corridor such as Interstates 880 and 680, which are routes of 
regional significance. 


The project should also be consistent with the goals, objectives and strategies that have been adopted 
in BART policy documents. The BART Strategic Plan charts a course to address transit travel 
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demand, land use, and quality of life issues associated with the operation and expansion of BART 
(San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 1999). BART also has adopted System Expansion 
Criteria that are designed to contend with the pressures of growth in the Bay Area and to address the 
dispersal of jobs and housing while investing in BART and other transit systems to maximize 
service. “Increase transit ridership” is the Objective of Goal 1(Transit Travel Demand) of the 
Strategic Plan, which includes “Advocate those infrastructure improvements that best support transit 
ridership” as a strategy. Similarly, under the BART System Expansion Criteria, projects should 
enhance regional mobility and access to jobs and integrate well with other services and facilities in 
an intermodal network. 


2.3.2 Improve Environmental Quality 


Another purpose of the WSX project is to provide long-term environmental benefits and improved 
environmental quality. Expanding transit use should promote displacement of air-polluting auto trips 
and support regional plans to meet state and federal air quality standards by reducing the number of 
automobile trips and resulting vehicular emissions. As travelers shift from automobile to transit, 
automobile miles traveled would decrease, resulting in regional energy savings and conservation of 
non-renewable energy. 


2.3.3 Provide Development Catalyst and Transit-Oriented 
Development 


The project should also take advantage of opportunities for transportation improvements to serve as a 
catalyst for public and private development. Transit station sites can be designed to maximize 
ridership by supporting smart, efficient, and desirable growth patterns that can accommodate future 
transit-oriented development, both on-site and off-site. Development investment benefits include 
higher land values, increased rents, and greater tax income to cities. Development of the station sites 
should be consistent with local land use and urban development polices that maximize user and 
community benefits from transportation investments. In accordance with the BART Strategic Plan, 
projects should include working with local communities to promote transit-oriented development and 
enhanced destinations (Goal 3) and identify transit-oriented nodes and potential transit-oriented 
development (Goal 4). 


2.3.4 Provide Transportation Services Equitably to All 
Segments of the Population 


Consistent with BART policies, the project should extend transportation services to areas and 
communities currently underserved by transit. Stations can be designed to provide intermodal 
regional links to bus, shuttle, automobile, bicycle, and pedestrian networks. This increases mobility 
options for the transportation-disadvantaged, including the elderly and disabled. In accordance with 
the BART Strategic Plan, projects should “encourage and facilitate improved access to and from 
BART stations by all modes” (Goal 3). 
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2.3.5 Support Community Goals and Institutional 
Objectives 


Another project purpose is to support regional, local, and institutional goals. The 25-year process for 
a Warm Springs Extension (which has been under consideration since 1979) continues to evolve. 
Transportation improvements would be planned in concert with the City of Fremont’s land use 
planning efforts, reinforcing the social and economic fabric of Fremont’s communities. The general 
plan for the City of Fremont specifically reserves a transit corridor for a BART extension and 
designates two potential station sites, one at Warm Springs and one at Irvington (City of Fremont 
1991, as amended). Enhanced use of transit would provide growth opportunities in keeping with 
housing and economic development goals of the city, and respond directly to Alameda County 
development plans. The project would also be consistent with MTC’s Regional Transportation 
Expansion Policy, which identifies and prioritizes transit projects. In accordance with the BART 
Strategic Plan, projects would “connect with planning efforts in local communities adjacent to 
BART” (Goal 2). 
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3.1 Introduction 


Two alternatives are analyzed in this EIS: the No-Build Alternative and the Warm Springs Extension 
(WSX) Alternative. This chapter also discusses alternatives that were considered during the prior 
CEQA processes in 1992 and 2003 or raised in the scoping process for this EIS, but ultimately 
dismissed from further analysis in this EIS. The chapter begins with a discussion of the WSX 
Alternative setting, followed by a description of the alternatives. 


3.2 WSX Project Location 


The WSX Alternative would be located entirely within the City of Fremont, in the East Bay region of 
the San Francisco Bay Area. Fremont is the southernmost city in the southwestern portion of 
Alameda County. It is bounded by San Francisco Bay to the west, the foothills and mountains of the 
Diablo Range to the east, the Cities of Union City and Hayward to the north, and the City of Milpitas 
in Santa Clara County to the south. Figure 3-1 provides a map of the regional location. Figure 3-2 
provides an illustration of the area studied for the WSX Alternative. Currently, the BART system 
extends into Fremont from the north and terminates at the Fremont BART Station, located in the 
north-central portion of the city. 


Important regional transportation routes serving Fremont include I-880, I-680, and State Route (SR) 
84. I-880, located west of the Fremont BART Station, is the principal north-south freeway that 
connects Fremont to Santa Clara County and the City of San Jose to the south, and to the City of 
Oakland and other communities of the East Bay to the north. I-880 lies 3 miles west of the WSX 
Alternative corridor and parallels the WSX Alternative corridor on the west. I-680, located east of 
the Fremont BART Station, connects Fremont to Santa Clara County and the City of San Jose to the 
south, and to the communities in eastern Alameda County and central Contra Costa County to the 
north. Within city boundaries, I-680 generally runs parallel to and is approximately | mile east of I- 
880, and serves the easternmost areas of Fremont. I-680 parallels the WSX Alternative alignment for 
approximately 3 miles, coming to within approximately 0.25 mile of the WSX Alternative corridor, 
and then veers slightly east. SR 84, which is the principal east-west route in the area studied, lies just 
to the north of the WSX Alternative corridor. It runs through the north-central portion of Fremont 
and connects the city to the Tri-Valley area to the east and to the San Francisco Peninsula to the west 
via the Dumbarton Bridge. 
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3.39 No-Build Alternative 


As required by NEPA, an EIS must evaluate and analyze the impacts of a No-Action Alternative. 
For purposes of this EIS, “no action” would be represented by a decision not to approve construction 
of a BART extension to Warm Springs using federal or federalized state funds. Accordingly, 
throughout this EIS, the No-Action Alternative is referred to as the ‘No-Build Alternative.’ 


The purpose of evaluating the No-Build Alternative is to allow decision-makers to compare the 
impacts of approving the project with the impacts of not approving the project. Strictly speaking, the 
No-Build Alternative would include continuing a present course of action until that action is changed 
(see “Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s National Environmental Policy Act 
Regulations,” 46 Fed. Reg. 18026, 18027 [March 23, 1981]). In this case, the BART Board adopted 
the WSX Alternative in June 2003 as a state- and locally-funded project without federal involvement. 
If the No-Build Alternative were selected as the outcome of this EIS evaluation, BART could 
continue with construction of the 2003 Adopted Project, provided that sufficient state and local 
funding were found. However, at this time, it does not appear that such funding is reasonably likely 
to be available, which is why BART is seeking to satisfy requirements for federal funding eligibility 
through the NEPA review process. Selection of the No-Build Alternative at the conclusion of NEPA 
review would likely result in the WSX Alternative not being constructed until a substantially later 
date. 


Accordingly, for the purposes of this analysis, the No-Build Alternative does not include a BART 
extension to Warm Springs, and assumes that transit services offered by BART will continue at 
current levels, except for limited improvements in service frequency. In addition, the No-Build 
Alternative assumes that planned transportation improvements that other agencies have committed to 
constructing will be carried out.’ The No-Build Alternative represents the conditions that would be 
reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the WSX Alternative were not approved. 
These conditions are based on current plans and are consistent with available infrastructure and 
community services, which, for the purposes of this analysis, include current rail services provided 
by BART, and bus service provided by AC Transit, and VTA. Programmed highway improvements 
included in MTC’s 2001 Regional Transportation Plan, such as the addition of an HOV lane to I-680 
over the Sunol Grade, are also included in this alternative. The city’s grade separations project has 
also been assumed in this alternative because it will be a part of the existing conditions by the time 
the WSX Alternative would be constructed. These transportation improvements would occur even if 
the WSX Alternative is not implemented. 


While the No-Build Alternative would have fewer environmental impacts than the WSX Alternative, 
as discussed in Chapter 4, it would fail to properly address the purpose and need of the WSX 
Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would not further BART’s purpose and need related to 
improving public transportation services in the Bay Area and would not be consistent with the City 
of Fremont’s land use and redevelopment goals (for example, Irvington redevelopment). 


3.4 Warm Springs Extension Alternative 


The WSX Alternative description includes a discussion of the alignment, proposed station and 
optional station, and ancillary facilities, as well as discussion of projected ridership, operating plan, 


' The No-Build Alternative does not include the proposed VTA BART extension to Santa Clara County and San 
Jose. 
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Source: Basemap: San Francisco Estuary Institute EcoAtlas 2001. 
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Figure 3-2 
Area Studied for WSX Alternative 
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and estimated cost. This section also provides a description of the anticipated construction scenario, 
including general construction activities, duration of activities, and location of potential contractor 
laydown (storage and activity) areas, and identifies utility and rail service providers that BART 
would need to coordinate with to facilitate construction of the WSX Alternative. 


The WSX Alternative consists of a 5.4-mile extension of the BART system, with a new station in the 
Warm Springs district of Fremont. An optional second station in the Irvington district of the city is 
also being proposed. The proposed VTA BART extension to Santa Clara County and San Jose is not 
part of the WSX Alternative. 


The WSX Alternative alignment would generally parallel portions of the UP railroad corridor, which 
contains the former WP and SP railroad tracks, and I-680 and I-880 in southern Alameda County 
(Figure 3-3). The initial segment of the WSX Alternative alignment would begin on an embankment 
at the south end of the existing Fremont BART Station. The WSX Alternative alignment would pass 
over Walnut Avenue on a bridge structure and descend into a cut-and-cover subway north of 
Stevenson Boulevard. It would continue southward in a subway under Fremont Central Park and the 
eastern arm of Lake Elizabeth. The alignment would surface to grade between the former WP and 
SP railroad alignments north of Paseo Padre Parkway. It would pass over a grade-separated Paseo 
Padre Parkway on a bridge structure, and then continue southward at grade, passing under a grade- 
separated Washington Boulevard. From Washington Boulevard, the WSX Alternative alignment 
would generally occupy the former WP right-of-way to just north of South Grimmer Boulevard, 
where it would veer slightly to the east, and run adjacent to the former WP right-of-way, before 
entering a new terminus at Warm Springs and Grimmer Boulevards in the Warm Springs District. 
The railroad corridor configuration would consist of BART on the eastern side (operating in the 
location of the former WP tracks) and UP on the western side (operating on the former SP tracks). 
The WSX Alternative alignment is described in greater detail below in Section 3.5.1. 


Facilities along the WSX Alternative alignment would include the new station (discussed below in 
Sections 3.5.2 and 3.5.4, respectively) and ancillary facilities spaced out along the alignment, 
including electrical substations, gap breaker stations, train control facilities, ventilation structures, 
and a maintenance facility. The ancillary facilities are discussed below in Section 3.5.3. Table 3-1 
provides a summary description of the WSX Alternative without the optional Irvington Station. The 
optional Irvington Station is presented in Section 3.4.4 below. 
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WSX Alternative Item Description 
Estimated Construction Start 2006° 
Begin Revenue Service 2010 
Length of Alignment 5.4 miles 
—Embankment 0.2 mile 
—Overpass 0.1 mile 
—Subway 1.0 mile 
—At grade 3.3 miles 
—Retained cut/fill 0.8 mile 
Warm Springs Station Intermodal Facilities 34 acres 


Ancillary Facilities 


Estimated Ridership 
2010 
—2025 

Cost 


—Capital (2004$, see Chapter 7) 
—Operating (2004$, see Chapter 7) 


2,040 parking spaces: 


—daily parking spaces 
—short-term parking spaces 
-7 bus bays 

—parking for the disabled 


—Traction power (electrical substations, gap breaker stations) 
—Train control and communications 


—Subway ventilation structure(s) 


—Pumping/emergency access 
—-Vehicle maintenance 


4,700 new transit riders 


7,200 new transit riders 


$678 million 
$8.16 million 


“ Construction is unlikely to begin in 2006. A new project schedule is yet to be determined. 


Source: San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 


3.4.1 WSX Alternative Alignment 


To provide a clear description of the WSX Alternative alignment, the discussion in this section refers 
to the alignment as divided into the following segments. 


= Fremont BART Station to Stevenson Boulevard. 


m Stevenson Boulevard to SP Railroad Right-of-Way. (This segment includes Fremont Central 


Park). 
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= Former SP Railroad Right-of-Way to Paseo Padre Parkway. 


m= Paseo Padre Parkway to Washington Boulevard. 


= Washington Boulevard to end of WSX Alternative alignment. 


The WSX Alternative drawings referenced in this discussion are organized as follows. 
m Figures 3-4a through 3-4f show the WSX Alternative alignment. 


m Figures 3-5a through 3-5f show typical cross sections of bridges and other features of the 
alignment. 


m Figures 3-6a and 3-6b show the proposed Warm Springs Station conceptual station layouts and 
site plans. 


m Figures 3-7a through 3-7f show typical layouts of the ancillary facilities for the WSX Alternative. 


m Figures 3-8a and 3-8b show the proposed optional Irvington Station conceptual station layouts 
and site plans. 


Fremont BART Station to Stevenson Boulevard 


The existing Fremont BART Station is located on the block bounded by Walnut Avenue, Civic 
Center Drive, Mowry Avenue, and the Alameda County Flood Control detention basin. The station 
structure is elevated. BART trains currently approach the station on an aerial structure from the 
north. The station structure and platform are surrounded by a parking lot and a bus/taxi intermodal 
facility. Under the WSX Alternative, no changes would be made to the station structure itself. The 
WSX Alternative alignment would extend on an embankment southeasterly from the existing 
platform, across the station parking lot, to Walnut Avenue. The embankment would be 
approximately 20 feet high and 150 feet wide. The embankment would have an approximately 30- 
foot-wide opening to maintain vehicular circulation in the southern area of the station. The number 
of parking spaces in the southern end of the station parking lot would be reduced by approximately 
150 spaces to accommodate the embankment, but the station would retain a total of 1,876 parking 
spaces. 


The WSX Alternative alignment would cross Walnut Avenue on two 120-foot bridge structures (one 
for each direction of track). The structures would be supported by abutments on both sides of 
Walnut Avenue and center piers located in the median. Figure 3-5a shows a typical cross section of 
the bridge structures. To provide sufficient highway clearance under these bridges, the Walnut 
Avenue street grade will be permanently lowered approximately | foot in the vicinity of the bridges 
as part of the WSX Alternative. 


Just south of Walnut Avenue is an existing wetland area commonly known as Tule Pond. Tule Pond 
is hydrologically connected to a larger wetland area north of Walnut Avenue and east of the Fremont 
Station parking lot. This entire wetland area, both north and south of Walnut Avenue, serves the 
Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (ACFCD) as a flood detention 
basin. The WSX Alternative alignment would cross the Hayward fault, which lies in an east-west 
direction, at Tule Pond. For seismic safety, the alignment would pass through Tule Pond on an 
embankment. The embankment would be approximately 175 feet wide and 30 feet high. The central 
portion of Tule Pond would be filled to construct the BART embankment. The remaining area of 
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Tule Pond on both sides of the embankment would be expanded to maintain existing storage capacity 
and remain as a detention basin. An existing ACFCD service road would be retained but relocated. 
Figure 3-5b shows a typical cross section of the embankment. 


The undeveloped area extending from Walnut Avenue and Tule Pond south to Stevenson Boulevard 
is bordered on both the east and west by multi-family residential developments. The WSX 
Alternative alignment would extend through the undeveloped area on an embankment that would 
slowly descend to grade over approximately 1,000 feet. The alignment would then begin to move 
below grade into a retained-cut” section for approximately 1,000 feet and enter a subway portal 
approximately 75 feet north of Stevenson Boulevard. The portal structure would be approximately 
AO feet wide. The portal area would include facilities for maintenance and emergency access/egress. 
Figure 3-5c shows a typical cross section of the portal area. This segment of the alignment is 
illustrated in Figure 3-4a. 


Stevenson Boulevard to Former SP Railroad Right-of-Way (Fremont 
Central Park) 


From the portal structure, the WSX Alternative alignment would proceed in a cut-and-cover subway 
under Stevenson Boulevard and Fremont Central Park. The WSX Alternative alignment under 
Fremont Central Park would pass between the area of the softball playing fields and through a 
portion of the parking lot. It would then pass under the northeastern arm of Lake Elizabeth and cross 
under the former SP alignment. After construction of the subway structure is complete, Stevenson 
Boulevard, Fremont Central Park, and Lake Elizabeth would be returned to their existing conditions, 
and all existing uses would be reinstated. This process is described below in greater detail in Section 
3.5.7 of this chapter. Figure 3-5d shows a typical cross section of the cut-and-cover subway 
structure. 


The proposed length of the subway is approximately 1 mile. At least one ventilation structure would 
be required in this segment to provide emergency access/egress from the subway to the surface. 
There are two options for ventilating the subway: a single ventilation structure or two smaller 
ventilation structures. If the single-structure option were implemented (Option 1), the structure 
would be placed in Fremont Central Park approximately 125 feet south of the existing parking lot. If 
the two-structure option were implemented (Option 2), the first structure would be placed in the 
Fremont Central Park parking lot, and the second structure would be placed east of Lake Elizabeth 
near Mission Creek. The proposed locations of the ventilation structures under these options are 
shown in Figures 3-4a and 3-4b. A more detailed description of ventilation structures is provided 
below in Section 3.5.3. 


Former SP Railroad Right-of-Way to Paseo Padre Parkway 


After passing under Lake Elizabeth, the WSX Alternative alignment would continue in the subway 
and cross under the former SP tracks and then emerge into the railroad corridor between the former 
WP and SP alignments, just south of Central Park Golf Course. The southern subway portal would 
be located in an undeveloped parcel approximately 100 feet east of the current location of the former 
SP alignment. Similar to the northern portal, the southern portal would include facilities for 


66? 


* Retained cut refers to a “u-shaped, belowground structure with concrete walls and an open top. It is used to 
transition an alignment from at grade to subway or vice versa. 
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maintenance and emergency access/egress. The WSX Alternative alignment would emerge from the 
southern portal toward Paseo Padre Parkway in a retained-cut section for approximately 800 feet, 
transitioning to grade where it would lie between the former SP and WP alignments. In the approach 
to Paseo Padre Parkway, the alignment would cross over two Hetch Hetchy water pipelines that run 
parallel to and approximately 140 feet north of Paseo Padre Parkway. The Hetch Hetchy pipelines 
are part of the Hetch Hetchy Aqueduct water system, which provides water from the Sierra Nevada 
to the San Francisco peninsula. Although the WSX Alternative alignment would not disturb the 
Hetch Hetchy water pipelines, the existing structures at the Irvington Pump Station, which is also a 
part of the Hetch Hetchy water system, would be removed as part of a separate project. The 
structures at this site consist of the main pump station, various small ancillary buildings (including a 
garage, storehouse, transfer banks, and chlorinator building) and associated piping, all of which were 
constructed between 1947 and 1955. These facilities ceased operations in the late 1970s. The entire 
alignment segment is shown in Figure 3-4b. 


A traction power substation® would be constructed approximately 650 feet north of Paseo Padre 
Parkway near the southern subway portal (Figure 3-4b). A train control bungalow‘ would be located 
approximately 200 feet north of Paseo Padre Parkway. The portal and associated facilities would be 
accessed via a maintenance road from Paseo Padre Parkway. 


As part of the WSX Alternative, the former SP track, which will be moved to an interim location by 
the city’s grade separations project, would be placed in its final location. (For a more detailed 
description, see Section 3.5.7.) 


Paseo Padre Parkway to Washington Boulevard 


As described above, both Paseo Padre Parkway and Washington Boulevard will be modified as part 
of the city’s grade separations project. Paseo Padre Parkway will be lowered to pass under the 
realigned railroad track and BART alignment, and Washington Boulevard will be raised to pass over 
the realigned railroad track and BART alignment. The former SP alignment will be relocated closer 
to and parallel to the former WP alignment. 


Between Paseo Padre Parkway and Washington Boulevard, approaching the optional Irvington 
Station site, the alignment would shift to the east, moving from roughly midway between the former 
SP and WP alignments to the location of the former WP right-of-way, as shown in Figure 3-4c. The 
WSX Alternative alignment would transition from a moderate embankment to slightly depressed in 
this segment. 


The WSX Alternative alignment would cross the lowered Paseo Padre Parkway on a double-track 
guideway” approximately 32 feet wide. The bridge structure would be supported by abutments on 
both sides of Paseo Padre Parkway and center piers in the roadway median (see Figure 3-Se). 


Approximately 225 feet north of Washington Boulevard, the WSX Alternative alignment would 
cross the Hayward fault a second time. Because the alignment would be at grade at this point, no 
special structures would be necessary. This segment of the alignment is shown in Figures 3-4b and 
3-4c. 


> A traction power substation is a facility that transforms 34.5 kilovolt AC distribution power to 1000 volts DC 
power, which is then transmitted to the BART third rail to power the trains. 

* A train control bungalow is a prefabricated structure that houses equipment for the train control system. 

° Double-track guideway refers to a BART bridge on which two tracks are located. 
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Washington Boulevard to End of WSX Alternative Alignment 


From Washington Boulevard south to Prune Avenue, the WSX Alternative alignment would continue 
at grade along the former WP alignment. The existing former WP track would be replaced in this 
segment by BART tracks. Just north of South Grimmer Boulevard, the alignment would bear to the 
east and continue south, crossing over South Grimmer Boulevard, to the end of the WSX Alternative 
(just south of the Warm Springs Station). 


At the Washington Boulevard vehicular overpass created by the city’s grade separations project, the 
WSX Alternative alignment would pass between the easternmost abutment of the overpass and its 
first set of supporting piers, a distance of approximately 70 feet. The alignment would pass the site 
proposed for the optional Irvington Station, which is immediately south of Washington Boulevard. 


In the northern portion of this segment, three optional locations are proposed for a traction power 
substation. Two of these locations are adjacent to the optional Irvington Station site, and one is 
adjacent to and south of Blacow Road just east of the WSX Alternative alignment (Figures 3-4c and 
3-4d). In addition, a traction power substation and train control bungalow are proposed on the 
eastern side of the right-of-way immediately north of Auto Mall Parkway. A gap breaker station® is 
proposed on the eastern side of the right-of-way between Auto Mall Parkway and Prune Avenue 
(Figure 3-4e). 


Continuing at grade, the alignment would cross under the vehicular overpass at Auto Mall Parkway. 
South of Auto Mall Parkway, the WSX Alternative alignment would continue at grade to just north 
of South Grimmer Boulevard. 


Two new BART bridge structures (one for the northbound BART track, and one for the southbound 
track) would be constructed slightly to the east of the current location of the former WP bridge site at 
South Grimmer Boulevard. The bridge structures would be supported by abutments on both the 
north and south sides of South Grimmer Boulevard and center piers in the roadway median. 

Figure 3-5f shows a typical cross section of this feature. After crossing over South Grimmer 
Boulevard, the WSX Alternative alignment would leave the former WP right-of-way and continue at 
grade into the Warm Springs Station site. 


South of the Warm Springs Station, the WSX Alternative alignment would proceed at grade for 
approximately 3,000 feet to provide tail tracks. In this stretch, the tail tracks would be located on the 
east side and adjacent to the UP Warm Springs yard tracks’ that serve the New United Motors 
Manufacturing, Inc. (NUMMI) plant. The tail track segment would consist of extensions of the two 
mainline tracks and associated crossovers to facilitate the temporary storage of BART trains, train 
turn back, and access to the maintenance facility. The tail tracks may later be converted to two 
through tracks in conjunction with the proposed Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor project, if it is 
adopted, or with any other future BART extension to the south. The alignment would end 
approximately 2,000 feet north of Mission Boulevard. This final segment of the alignment is shown 
in Figures 3-4d through 3-4f. 


° A gap breaker station is a facility that houses gap breakers, which are used to sectionalize the third rail in case of 
track emergencies or wayside work, effectively maintaining power to one track while removing it from the other. 
’ Yard track refers to track used for train storage. The yard track is located in a train yard off the main line. 
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3.4.2 Warm Springs Station 


The proposed Warm Springs Station would be the new terminus of BART’s Fremont line. The 
station, trackway, ancillary buildings, service and intermodal facilities and parking areas would 
occupy the approximate 34-acre site designated for the Warm Springs BART Station. The site is 
located between Grimmer Boulevard to the north, Warm Springs Boulevard to the east, the 
northernmost portion of Warm Springs Court to the south, and the UP Warm Springs railroad yard to 
the west. 


Grimmer Boulevard would provide east-west vehicular access to the station area. Direct site access 
would be provided from two signalized intersections along Osgood Road/Warm Springs Boulevard, 
which provide principal north-south access to the station area. This road is known as Osgood Road 
to the north of the station site; to the south of the station the road is known as Warm Springs 
Boulevard. The primary access to the station would be from two new signalized intersections on 
Warm Springs Boulevard and a two-lane road extension from Warm Springs Court (currently a 
cul-de-sac). Also as part of the WSX Alternative, Warm Springs Boulevard is proposed to be 
widened from South Grimmer Boulevard to the southern end of the station parking lot to 
accommodate the additional traffic lanes and turning movements. A new station access road would 
be constructed at this site. The existing Warm Springs Court cul-de-sac would be extended as a 
roadway along the western edge of the station site. The two-lane roadway would extend from Warm 
Springs Court approximately 200 feet to intersect the internal station roadway and auto traffic would 
be directed to the east, into the main parking lot circulation. Beyond this point, to the north of the 
intersection, restricted parking for emergency and maintenance vehicles would be provided along the 
east side of the station platform. A signalized intersection at Warm Springs Boulevard and Warm 
Springs Court is proposed to facilitate the proposed Warm Springs Court access. The conceptual site 
plan for the Warm Springs Station is presented in Figure 3-6a. 


The proposed Warm Springs BART Station would be a two-story station as shown in Figure 3-6b. 
The first story would be an at-grade platform between the two tracks (center-platform) that would be 
approximately 700 feet long to accommodate 10-car trains. The second story would be an overhead 
concourse providing passenger access to the platform. An entry plaza on the east side of the station 
would provide patron access to the stairs, escalators, and elevators leading to the concourse. The 
entry pavilion would be located at the focal point of pedestrian, auto drop-off, and transit activity. 
Transit information and retail vendors would be available here, as at other BART stations. Station 
agents, schedules, local street maps, BART maps, and fare collection equipment all would be located 
on the overhead concourse. The station would provide facilities for station agents, BART Operations 
personnel, and BART Police. The station would be designed to allow construction of a future 
pedestrian bridge to the west, over the adjacent UP tracks. 


Fare collection at the proposed Warm Springs Station would be identical to the rest of the BART 
system. Tickets would be purchased through vending machines located at the station concourse. 
Entrance to station platforms would be activated by inserting the fare ticket into an entrance gate 
console that opens the entrance gate. 


Access to the station would be provided by facilities consistent with BART’s access hierarchy,® and 


would include the following elements. 


® The access hierarchy establishes the priority of station improvements in conjunction with increasing ridership; 
partnering with communities; and creating environmentally friendly, efficient site plans, and station area plans. 
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m= Pedestrian walkways, special crosswalks, and entry plazas. 

= A bus intermodal center. 

m Bicycle lanes linked to the city’s major roadways and station bike parking facilities. 
m= Paratransit and private shuttle drop off. 

= Auto pick up/drop off (kiss and ride). 

mA taxi area with three spaces, per BART policy. 


= Carpool, single-occupancy vehicle parking, and parking for the disabled. 


The conceptual station site plan (Figure 3-6a) illustrates the location of the bus drop-off, auto pick- 
up/drop-off, and daily parking facilities, all of which would be located east of the station and 
platform area. A total of 2,040 parking spaces would be provided, including daily and short-term 
parking and parking for the disabled. The bulk of station auto parking would consist of daily parking 
spaces, clustered near Warm Springs Boulevard. Mid-day parking would be located on the west side 
of the parking area, near the station entry. Additional mid-day parking would be located south of the 
bus drop-off area. Short-term auto parking would include drop-off/pick-up and taxi parking 
facilities. Seven bus bays are provided for bus drop off and pick up, adjacent to the station entry 
plaza. Buses would access the station from either Warm Springs Boulevard or Warm Springs Court. 
As with automobile access, primary pedestrian and bicycle access would be from three new 
intersections on Warm Springs Boulevard. 


The proposed Warm Springs Station site plan is designed with a flexible layout of interior “streets,” 
which outline the perimeter of the various parking and intermodal areas and also provide primary 
pedestrian access. The use of sight lines and appropriate landscaping would mark station entries. 


3.4.3 Ancillary Facilities 


In addition to the WSX Alternative alignment and primary station facilities, a number of ancillary 
wayside facilities would be constructed as part of the WSX Alternative. These would include a 
maintenance shop located south of the Warm Springs Station. In addition, a small supervisor’ s 
building would be provided at the southern end of the Warm Springs Station platform to provide a 
reporting area for train operators and offices for BART supervisors. An emergency power diesel 
generator will be located in an ancillary building northeast of the station platform. As discussed 
above, traction power, gap breaker, and train control/communications facilities would be located at 
regular intervals along the alignment. Furthermore, the subway section under Fremont Central Park 
would require one or two ventilation structures. As final engineering and design progresses, BART 
will determine whether one or both structures will be required. For the purposes of analysis in this 
EIS, a reasonable worst-case assumption was made to analyze both structures as part of the WSX 
Alternative. Pumping and emergency access/egress facilities would be located at the ventilation 
structure(s) and at subway portals. Typically, all ancillary facilities would be fenced to prevent 
unauthorized access. The characteristics of these facilities are described below. 


Improvements must meet BART’s strategic objectives related to intermodal access and transit-oriented 
development, and meet BART standards for Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA) compliance, 
maintainability, and system consistency. 
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Vehicle Maintenance and Storage Facilities 


The two tail tracks would extend approximately 3,000 feet south of the Warm Springs Station and 
would provide storage for BART cars and trains. The tail tracks would lead past a gated 
maintenance yard adjacent to Warm Springs Court. The maintenance yard would be designed for 
servicing one or two vehicles at one time and not for BART car storage. The 3-acre maintenance 
yard would contain a vehicle maintenance shop building, a power and way maintenance shop, an 
open paved area, a storage track, and approximately 30 parking spaces for BART employees. The 
vehicle maintenance facilities would consist of rail-car lifts, and associated work areas and shop 
facilities. The perimeter of the facility would be fenced. A preliminary layout of the maintenance 
yard is shown in Figure 3-7a. A typical layout for the vehicle maintenance shop is shown in 
Figure 3-7b. 


Traction Power Facilities 


Various traction power facilities, such as substations and gap breaker stations, would be required 
along the wayside to feed electricity to the BART third rail from either the Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company (PG&E) power system or the BART sub-transmission system. Each of these facilities 
would contain electrical equipment housed in pre-fabricated enclosures approximately 12 feet in 
height. The enclosures would be gated and secured by a concrete-block wall or a chain-link fence. 

A private access road for maintenance vehicles would be provided from the nearest public road, but 
public access would be restricted. A typical layout for the traction power substations and gap breaker 
facilities is provided in Figures 3-7c and 3-7d. 


Proposed traction power facilities are listed below and illustrated in Figures 3-4a through 3-4f. 


= Fremont Station. 
= Between the south subway portal and Paseo Padre Parkway. 
= South side of Blacow Road, on the east side of the right-of-way. 


= Midway between Auto Mall Parkway and South Grimmer Boulevard, on the east side of the 
right-of-way. 


= South side of the Warm Springs Station site. 


m Maintenance Facility on Warm Springs Court. 


Train Control and Communications Facilities 


Various types of advanced train control (ATC) and communications equipment are required both at 
stations and along the wayside. At the proposed Warm Springs Station, communications equipment 
would likely be housed in a separate ancillary building located adjacent to the station building itself. 
Along the wayside, communications antennas less than 30 feet in height may be necessary at the 
optional Irvington Station and at the tunnel portals. Wayside AATC equipment would include 
smaller antennas, approximately 16 feet in height, located at intervals along the trackway 
(approximately every 2,000 feet) and data processing equipment would be enclosed in train control 
bungalows. Plan and elevation views of a typical train control bungalow are shown in Figure 3-7d. 
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Based on radio analyses conducted during preliminary engineering, a radio communications antenna 
of up to 150 feet in height will be necessary at the proposed Warm Springs Station as well. 


Drainage Improvements 


There are a number of existing streams or drainage lines along the WSX Alternative corridor that 
may require improvements as part of the project. Stream and channel locations are further described 
in Section 4.5 (Hydrology). 


m Mission Creek: The creek may be temporarily rerouted or piped during construction. 


= Channel M: Channel may need to be slightly modified to accommodate improvement of adjacent 
access road. 


= Channel K-1: If the optional Irvington Station is built, the segment of the channel in the optional 
Irvington Station limits may be placed in a culvert. 


m Channels K, I, J, and H: The existing UP culverted crossings will be investigated for structural 
adequacy and capacity and sufficient length for the BART trackway. 


= Channel H-1: A segment of the channel paralleling the UP tracks north of Grimmer Boulevard 
may be replaced with culverts to accommodate the BART alignment curving to the east as it 
enters the Warm Springs Station. 


Subway Ventilation, Pumping, and Emergency Access Facilities 


The approximately 1-mile long subway under Fremont Central Park would require ventilation. 
Ventilation fans would be housed in one or two structures along the subway alignment, based on the 
results of a detailed ventilation analysis. Figures 3-4a and 3-4b show the approximate locations of 
the ventilation structures and associated access road under each ventilation scenario. Ventilation 
structure access roads would be unpaved gravel roads, approximately 12 feet in width. Each 
ventilation structure would contain ventilation shafts, fan rooms, and an electrical room. While most 
of each ventilation structure would be primarily subterranean, some of the structure would be visible 
on the surface. The facilities would be enclosed by a concrete-block wall around the perimeter. 
Figure 3-7e shows a typical layout of the single ventilation structure, and Figure 3-7f shows a typical 
layout of the smaller ventilation structures used in the event two structures are required. 


To provide drainage for the subway, pumping units for the retained cut or “U-wall” sections would 
be located in the ventilation structure(s). The pumping units would discharge to the local storm 
drainage system. The subway tunnel would also have a sump to collect the normal amount of 
groundwater seepage. This subway seepage water would be collected and discharged. Several 
options are under consideration, including discharge to Mission Creek, Lake Elizabeth or wetland 
area, use for groundwater recharge or for irrigation water (see Chapter 4.5, Hydrology). If the 
pumping activities result in discharge to any surface water body via direct or indirect conveyance, 
BART would be required to implement water quality measures and monitoring procedures as 
conditions of coverage under the NPDES General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with 
Industrial Activities. BART will ensure that the dewatering activities remain consistent with the 
obligations set forth in the permit. Emergency access/egress from the subway would also be 
incorporated into the ventilation structures(s) and would be provided at each subway portal. The 
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access facilities would consist of pedestrian stairs and walkways from the subway structure to at- 
grade points of refuge. 


3.4.4 Optional Irvington Station 


The WSX Alternative includes an optional Irvington Station. The Irvington Station is optional 
because funding for the station has not been identified at this time. See Chapter 7, Financial 
Considerations. Table 3-2 provides a summary description of the optional Irvington Station. 


Table 3-2. Optional Irvington Station (with WSX Alternative) 


Item Description 
Irvington Station Intermodal Facilities 18 acres 
925 parking spaces 
--daily parking spaces 
--short-term parking spaces 
--5 bus bays 
--parking for the disabled 
Estimated Ridership (WSX Alternative with Irvington Station) 
—2010 5,700 
—2025 9,100 
Capital Cost (2004$) $757 million 


(WSX Alternative w/optional Irvington Station—See Chapter 7) 
Operating Cost (2004$) $9.49 million 
(WSX Alternative w/optional Irvington Station—See Chapter 7) 


Source: San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 


The Irvington Station site would occupy approximately 18 acres. The site straddles the realigned rail 
corridor and is bounded by Washington Boulevard on the north, residences on Bruce Drive to the 
east, commercial development to the south, and residences west of the former SP alignment. The 
Hayward fault lies along the eastern perimeter of the station site, where the ground rises to a steep 
bluff. The fault passes through the historic Gallegos Winery ruins, located in the northeast corner of 
the station site. The winery ruins would be maintained unaltered as part of the Irvington Station 
design. The Ford House, a historic structure located on Osgood Road within the site boundaries for 
the optional Irvington Station, will be retained with the intention of exploring options for adaptive 
reuse. A conceptual site plan for the optional Irvington Station is presented in Figure 3-8a. 


As part of the city’s grade separations project, Osgood Road will be widened and elevated, and 
Washington Boulevard will be widened and elevated to cross the realigned rail corridor. Vehicular 
access to the station area would be from Washington Boulevard, Fremont Boulevard, and Olive 
Avenue from the east and west. Driscoll Road and Osgood Road would provide the principal north- 
south access. 


The station would be a two-story, side-platform station, with the platforms located at grade on either 
side of the BART tracks. The station platform would extend approximately 780 feet south of 
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Washington Boulevard to accommodate 10-car trains. The second story, located directly overhead, 
would be an overhead concourse providing passenger access to the platform. Station agents, 
schedules, local street maps, BART maps, and fare collection equipment all would be located on the 
overhead concourse. The station would provide facilities for station agents, BART Operations 
personnel, and BART Police. The concourse level would extend to the east and to the west, 
providing a safe pedestrian passageway over both Osgood Road and the relocated former SP railroad 
tracks. Patron access to the concourse would be provided from three ground level entry plazas by 
stairs, escalators, and elevators. An illustration of the station section for the optional Irvington 
Station is shown in Figure 3-8b. 


Fare collection for the optional Irvington Station would be identical to the rest of the BART system. 
Tickets would be purchased through vending machines located at the station concourse. Entrance to 
station platforms would be activated by inserting the fare ticket into an entrance gate console that 
opens the entrance gate. 


Station access facilities would be located on both the east and west sides of the station, connected by 
the pedestrian concourse. Access to the station site would be provided by facilities consistent with 
BART?’s Access Hierarchy, and would include the following elements. 


m= Pedestrian walkways, special crosswalks, and entry plazas. 

= A bus intermodal center. 

m Bicycle lanes linked to the city’s major roadways and station bike parking facilities. 
m= Paratransit and private shuttle drop off. 


= Auto pick up/drop off (kiss and ride). 
m A taxi area with three spaces, per BART policy. 


Vehicular access to the station and parking lot on the station’s east side would be provided by one 
new signalized intersection on Osgood Road. The station’s west side would be accessed directly 
from a new frontage road parallel to Washington Boulevard and connected to Roberts Avenue and 
Main Street. Disabled parking and five bus bays would be located west of Osgood Road, close to the 
station platform. Daily parking would be located both east and west of Osgood Road. Mid-day 
parking would be located on the west side of the station. Sound walls would be provided along the 
west side of the station between station facilities and adjacent residences. A total of 925 parking 
spaces would be provided. The pedestrian/bike paths, parking lots, taxi, and auto access areas to the 
east and west of the station would be connected to the station concourse by the pedestrian concourse. 
The use of sight lines and appropriate landscaping would mark station entries. 


3.4.5 Projected Ridership 


Changes in regional travel patterns that would result from the WSX Alternative were estimated based 
on travel forecast models using a modified regional travel model developed by the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission (MTC) and the Santa Clara County Valley Transportation Authority 
(VTA), in conjunction with BART. Estimated ridership for the WSX Alternative is derived from the 
model outputs and is presented in Table 3-3. 
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Table 3-3. Projected Ridership 


Project New Weekday BART Trips* 
2010 WSX Alternative 6,000 
2010 WSX Alternative (with optional Irvington Station) 7,400 
2025 WSX Alternative 8,200 
2025 WSX Alternative (with optional Irvington Station) 10,800 


Note: 
* This table shows system-wide ridership changes (i.e., all BART stations, including those included in the WSX 
Alternative and the WSX Alternative with optional Irvington Station). 


Source: DKS Associates 2002 


3.4.6 Operating Plan 


Current Operating Plan 


Current BART service to Fremont consists of two routes, one serving the Daly City/Fremont corridor 
and the other serving the Richmond/Fremont corridor. Weekday service on the Daly City/Fremont 
route operates from 5 a.m. to 7 p.m. Saturday service operates from 9 a.m. to 8 p.m. Service is not 
provided on this route on Sundays and holidays. Weekday service on the Richmond/Fremont route 
operates from 4 a.m. to 12 a.m. Saturday service operates from 6 a.m. to 12 a.m. Sunday/holiday 
service operates from 8 a.m. to 12 a.m.” 


Proposed Operating Plan 


The proposed operating plan for the WSX Alternative consists of two routes, one operating between 
Warm Springs and Richmond, and the other operating between Warm Springs and the Daly City 
Station in San Francisco. The proposed operating plan assumes two service scenarios for each route, 
one beginning in the year 2010, when revenue service is inaugurated, and the other in the year 2025. 
The service scenarios for 2010 and 2025 are essentially the same, except for weekday headways.'° 
For 2010, 15-minute weekday headways are planned, and for 2025, 12-minute weekday headways 
are planned. No new vehicles are required to operate the service under the 2010 service scenario. 
The proposed 2010/2025 operating plans for the two routes are shown in Tables 3-4 and 3-5. 


Table 3-4. Warm Springs to Richmond Route Operating Plan 


Weekday Saturday Sunday/Holiday 
Hours of Operation 4:00 a.m. to 12:00am. 6:00 a.m. to 12:00 a.m. 8:00 a.m. to 12:00 a.m. 
Headway (minutes) 15 (year 2010) 20 20 
12 (year 2025) 


Note: Trains would not exceed 10 cars. One-way travel time would be 70 minutes. 
Source: San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 


” BART stations close at 12 a.m., although trains run until 1 a.m. 
'° Headway refers to the scheduled time interval between the arrival of a transit vehicle at a stop and the arrival of 
the next transit vehicle operating in the same direction at the same stop. 
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Table 3-5. Warm Springs Station to Daly City Station Route Operating Plan 


Weekday Saturday Sunday/Holiday 
Hours of Operation 5:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. 9:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. 9:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. 
Headway (minutes) 15 (year 2010) 20 20 
12 (year 2025) 


Note: Trains would not exceed 10 cars. One-way travel time would be 61 minutes. 
Source: San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 


The same level of service is anticipated in both service scenarios for the Warm Springs to Richmond 
route. Trains could include additional cars in year 2025, but the service pattern and frequency would 
remain the same. For the Warm Springs to Daly City route, there could be a need to operate more 
frequent service during the peak rush hour or peak periods on weekdays in year 2025. 


The estimated travel time from the Warm Springs Station to any point on the existing BART system 
is approximately 7 minutes longer than the current travel time from the Fremont Station. A trip from 
the Warm Springs Station to downtown San Francisco would take approximately 50 minutes. If the 
optional Irvington Station were included, one minute would be added to the travel time. 


Fares for trips to and from the Warm Springs and optional Irvington stations will be established 
consistent with the fare structure throughout the BART system. In addition, in accordance with 
recently adopted BART policy, fees will be charged for reserved parking'’ at the new stations. 


Train Speeds 


The WSX Alternative alignment would be designed to accommodate maximum speeds of 80 miles 
per hour (mph). The typical operating speed is 70 mph. The 80 mph speed is only used to recover 
lost time following delays. Segments that would be exceptions to the 80 mph design speed include 
the segment between the Fremont BART Station and Stevenson Boulevard (between 50 mph and 70 
mph), the Fremont Central Park subway segment (70 mph), and north of Grimmer Boulevard to 
Warm Springs Station (70 mph). 


3.4.7 Construction Scenario 


The elements of the WSX Alternative include trackway (at grade, bridge structures, retained cut, cut- 
and-cover subway box, retained fill), track work (ballast, ties, rails, special track work, electrified 
third rail), systems (electrification, communications, automatic train control), wayside facilities, and 
stations. The total design/construction and testing process is expected to last approximately 4 years. 


In some cases, specific details of construction methods to be used are not yet available at the 
conceptual phase of engineering design, and will be determined during the final design of the project. 
However, for purposes of analyzing environmental impacts and identifying appropriate mitigation 
measures, reasonable worst-case assumptions as to construction methods and potential impacts are 


'' Reserved parking is up to 25% of a station’s parking supply that is reserved for paid patron parking per BART 
Board of Director’s policy as established in 2002. 
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assumed throughout this document. Construction activities for each of the following WSX 
Alternative segments (see Section 3.5.1 above for a description of segment locations) are described 
below. 


= Fremont BART Station to Stevenson Boulevard. 
= Stevenson Boulevard to Former SP Railroad Right-of-Way (Fremont Central Park). 
= Former SP Railroad Right-of-Way to Paseo Padre Parkway. 


m= Paseo Padre Parkway to Washington Boulevard. 


m Washington Boulevard to End of WSX Alternative Alignment. 


Construction Activities 


Fremont BART Station to Stevenson Boulevard 


The section of the WSX Alternative alignment in the existing Fremont Station parking lot would be 
retained fill (an embankment with low retaining walls at the bottom of the embankment). Potential 
construction activities would begin with fencing the WSX Alternative alignment and the immediately 
adjacent construction zone and establishing alternative traffic circulation plans for BART patrons. 
The construction zone would be an area approximately 250 feet wide, extending south from the 
existing Fremont Station; it would require the temporary removal of approximately 200 existing 
parking spaces in the Fremont Station parking lot. Initial construction activities would include 
excavating and removing existing pavement, which would require construction heavy equipment 
such as bulldozers, dump trucks, loaders, and backhoes. Following removal of existing pavement, 
grading would begin to create a base for the earthen fill and the retaining wall foundations. This 
would require trucks, graders, backhoes, bulldozers, compactors, and similar heavy equipment. 
Following this site preparation work, retaining walls would be constructed and earthen fill would be 
brought on site and compacted. Fill material would have to be hauled to the site from adjacent 
subway excavations and other sources via Walnut Avenue. Retaining wall construction would 
require equipment such as cranes, concrete-mixer trucks, and delivery trucks; bringing in and 
compacting earthen fill would require construction equipment such as dump trucks, graders, water 
trucks, and compactors. 


Once the earthen embankment is completed, the subballast, ballast,’ rail, traction power, and train 
control systems would be installed on the top of the embankment. Construction equipment for this 
activity would include delivery trucks, dump trucks, backhoes, cranes, compactors, readymix trucks, 
and specialized track laying equipment. Ballast would be hauled in from off site. 


Construction of the approximately 30-foot-wide opening in the embankment for bus circulation 
would require erecting forms to construct the cast-in-place concrete structure. Reinforced concrete 
walls would be constructed on pile foundations. A concrete roof slab would then be placed over the 
opening and joined to the top of the walls to form a box. Fill would be then placed on top of the 
concrete box. Construction equipment would include dump trucks, delivery trucks, pile drivers, 


'? Ballast consists of the coarse gravel or crushed rock laid to form a bed for the purpose of holding the track in line 
and elevation. The subballast is the layer of impervious soil material under the ballast. 
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backhoes, cranes, concrete trucks, and concrete pumps. An on-site concrete batch plant is not 
anticipated. 


Construction of the Walnut Avenue overpass would require phasing of construction to maintain 
traffic flow on Walnut Avenue. To maintain sufficient roadway clearance under the two new BART 
structures, Walnut Avenue may need to be lowered approximately | foot. This would be 
accomplished in two phases, each phase closing two of the existing four lanes so that two lanes of 
traffic could be maintained throughout construction. Equipment required for the grade lowering 
would include excavators, graders, and dump trucks; paving equipment would then be required to 
place Walnut Avenue at finished grade. Utility relocation requiring backhoes, dump trucks, and light 
compaction equipment may also be necessary. 


The WSX Alternative alignment would pass over Walnut Avenue on two overpass structures, each 
requiring center piers in the middle of the Walnut Avenue right-of-way. The piers and abutments of 
these overpass structures would be placed on driven piles and reinforced concrete pile caps. It is 
anticipated that the center piers for each structure would be cast-in-place reinforced concrete. Traffic 
lanes on Walnut Avenue would be temporarily narrowed from 4 lanes to 2 lanes to provide space to 
build the center piers. Equipment required to construct the center piers would include excavators, 
backhoes, trucks, dump trucks, cranes, pile drivers, concrete trucks, and concrete pumps. 


Earthen embankments would be constructed on either side of the Walnut Avenue overpass. The 
northern embankment would be constructed as part of the embankment at the Fremont BART station. 
Forms would be erected at Walnut Avenue to construct a concrete abutment on which the overpass 
structure would rest. The southern embankment would be constructed as a component of the section 
south of Walnut Avenue (see following paragraphs). Constructing the embankments would require 
the same kind of construction equipment as that used for the Fremont BART station embankment. 


After placing the abutments and center piers, cast-in-place bridge girders would be constructed over 
Walnut Avenue and connected to the abutments and center piers. After the girders have been 
constructed, ballast, trackwork, and power facilities would be laid on the new overpass structures. 
Equipment needed to construct the structures would include cranes, girder delivery trucks; concrete 
trucks, and concrete pumps would be used to construct the bridge deck. Construction equipment 
would access this portion of the construction site from Walnut Avenue. During construction of the 
bridge decks, there would be a temporary reduction in vehicle clearance height. This is normal for 
this kind of construction, and signs would be placed to warn motorists and truck drivers of the 
reduction in available clearance. Each bridge would be constructed as a unit from one end to the 
other. 


After crossing Walnut Avenue, the WSX Alternative alignment would continue on an earthen 
embankment that would cross Tule Pond South immediately south of Walnut Avenue. Construction 
of this embankment would be similar to the scenario described for the embankment in the Fremont 
BART station parking lot, except that the portion that crosses Tule Pond would require filling a 
portion of the existing pond. Construction activities would vary based on final-design-level soils, 
geotechnical, and hydrological analysis. It is likely, however, that dewatering of all or a portion of 
Tule Pond would be required to import fill to build up the area to match the height of the Walnut 
Avenue overpass. The construction sequence might entail driving sheet piles (metal sheets driven 
into the ground to hold back the surrounding earth from the excavation zone) within the construction 
zones in Tule Pond and then pumping out the water in the affected portion of the pond. If the 
dewatering activities result in the discharge to any surface water body via direct or indirect 
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conveyance, BART would be required to implement water quality measures and monitoring 
procedures as conditions of coverage under the NPDES General Permit for Stormwater Discharges 
Associated with Construction Activities. BART would ensure that the dewatering activities remain 
consistent with the obligations set forth in the permit. The equipment required to complete this task 
would include pile drivers, cranes, trucks, and generators to power pumps. Pumped water would be 
handled as specified in water quality permits that would be obtained for the WSX Alternative. 
Following dewatering, fill would be placed in the construction zone and excess fill would be 
imported to account for ground settlement. This would require compacting the fill brought to the 
site. Compactor, graders, and trucks would be required for this task. 


Once the embankment is completed, the BART trackway and systems would be installed as 
previously described for the Fremont BART station segment. Construction equipment would access 
this portion of the construction zone from Walnut Avenue and from Stevenson Boulevard. 


The earthen embankment would slope downward from the Walnut Avenue overpass, becoming a 
retained-cut section that transitions from the embankment to the subway segment that would begin 
immediately north of Stevenson Boulevard. (Depending on the contractor’s construction sequence, 
the retained cut might be constructed first to provide fill materials for the embankment sections of the 
alignment, and the area between Walnut Avenue and Stevenson Boulevard outside the immediate 
construction zone might be used to stockpile excavated materials for later use in embankments in 
other portions of the alignment and as a storage area for other materials.) 


The retained-cut section would consist of an open trench with concrete retaining walls and a concrete 
base slab, which would serve as the floor of the subway structure upon which the ties and rail would 
be placed. The retained-cut section would be constructed by excavating the site in a manner that 
leaves laid-back side slopes. The excavated material could be used for construction of the 
embankments or removed to pre-approved disposal locations. A horizontal base slab would be 
poured and then vertical forms would be erected on top of the base slab for the reinforced concrete 
retaining walls. Depending on the hydrology of the area, dewatering of the retained-cut section, 
similar to that of the Tule Pond section, may be required. Once the side walls have been poured and 
the concrete cured, forms would be removed and backfill would be placed behind the walls. 
Equipment required to build the retained-cut section would include excavators, haul trucks, front 
loaders, backhoes, cranes, concrete-placing equipment, and compactors. Construction vehicles 
would access the site from Walnut Avenue and Stevenson Boulevard. A potential contractor 
laydown area is located adjacent to the construction zone immediately north of Stevenson Boulevard 
(see Figure 3-4a). 


Stevenson Boulevard to Former SP Railroad Right-of-Way (Fremont Central 
Park) 


The WSX Alternative alignment would enter a subway immediately north of Stevenson Boulevard. 
The subway would be constructed using the cut-and-cover method. Wherever possible, the scenario 
for the cut-and-cover subway would be an open excavation with laid-back side slopes. However, due 
to the presence of groundwater resources, installation of a relatively watertight excavation support 
system is anticipated for much of the northern and possibly central portions of the subway. Such a 
system may consist of cement deep soil mixing walls with a jet grouted base slab installed in advance 
of the excavation, to provide stability and minimize groundwater intrusion. When the excavation is 
complete, construction of the base slab would commence, followed by construction of the subway 
walls and roof. Walls and roof may be constructed as separate operations or together as one 
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operation at the contractor’s election. Once the subway box is completed, trackwork would be 
installed, followed by installation of train systems. The area around the subway box would be 
backfilled and the site restored to the previous grade. 


Because the subway construction would use open excavation, Stevenson Boulevard would be 
affected. To minimize traffic disruption on Stevenson Boulevard, traffic lanes would be temporarily 
diverted to Fremont Central Park property, south of the existing alignment of Stevenson Boulevard. 
Once construction is completed, Stevenson Boulevard would be restored to its current alignment. 
Construction equipment for the cut-and-cover subway segment would reach the site from Stevenson 
Boulevard and would be the same as for the retained-cut section. Earthmoving equipment would be 
needed to break up and remove Stevenson Boulevard, and paving equipment would be required for 
the Stevenson Boulevard detour and reconstruction. Existing utilities in Stevenson Boulevard would 
have to be relocated or temporarily supported in place during construction. Temporary signs warning 
drivers of the upcoming detour would be installed and remain in place for the duration of the detour. 


The WSX Alternative alignment through Fremont Central Park would be a continuation of the cut- 
and-cover subway structure and would be constructed as described above. The segment north of 
Lake Elizabeth within the park would include one subway ventilation structure (there is an option for 
two). The ventilation structure would be built as a component of the cut-and-cover subway structure 
and would not require separate excavation. 


The cut-and-cover subway structure, including contractor laydown areas for equipment and material 
storage and staging, would require temporary relocation of park facilities. Because the construction 
zone would divide recreational areas such as ball fields and a dog-run facility, a relocated ball field 
parking area and a temporary dog-run facility would be provided. A temporary pedestrian bridge 
would be constructed over the cut-and-cover subway construction just north of Lake Elizabeth to 
maintain pedestrian trails (see Figure 3-4a). The temporary bridge would consist of metal plates with 
concrete side barriers and fencing crossing over the excavation. Construction fencing would be 
installed to separate the park from the construction zone. Construction vehicles would access the site 
from Stevenson Boulevard. 


The portion of the WSX Alternative alignment under Lake Elizabeth would be constructed using the 
cut-and-cover method. Site preparation work would begin with construction of a temporary 
cofferdam, likely of earthen fill, placed at the mouth of the eastern cove of the lake (see Figure 3-4b). 
To provide a continuous pedestrian walkway, a pedestrian pathway detour would be placed on top of 
the cofferdam. When the cofferdam is in place, the area east of the cofferdam would be dewatered 
by pumping water into the western side of the lake. When dewatering is completed, the alignment 
would be excavated with laid back slopes, which means that the walls of the excavation would be at 
an approximately 2:1 horizontal to vertical ratio to stabilize the soil and avoid cave ins while the 
subway structure is being constructed. When subway construction is completed, the lake bottom 
would be backfilled over the subway structure; water would be pumped back into the lake’s eastern 
cove from the western side of the lake; and the cofferdam would be removed to restore the lake over 
the alignment. 


Equipment required to construct the Lake Elizabeth portion of the subway would include that 
identified for other cut-and-cover sections. In addition, excavators with dredging (clamshell) buckets 
and dewatering pumps would be used. Construction access to the site would be from Stevenson 
Boulevard. The construction laydown sites located in the park would be used to construct the Lake 
Elizabeth portion of the alignment (see Figure 3-4b). 
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Cut-and-cover subway construction methods would also be used in the portion of the park south of 
Lake Elizabeth. Facilities constructed in this portion of the WSX Alternative alignment may include 
an additional ventilation structure. Because the area south of the lake contains dense, mature riparian 
forest vegetation and a segment of the old Mission Creek bed crosses the alignment, the construction 
zone would be as narrow as possible. It is likely that the contractor would drive sheet piles and limit 
construction vehicle access to only one side of the excavation. Equipment needed to construct this 
portion of the alignment would be the same as that needed for cut-and-cover construction in the area 
between Walnut Avenue and Stevenson Boulevard, with the addition of pile drivers to drive sheet 
piles. Access would likely be from the railroad right-of-way to the south. Following subway 
construction, all park, lake and existing facilities and amenities would be restored. 


Former SP Railroad Right-of-Way to Paseo Padre Parkway 


The WSX Alternative alignment would continue in a subway structure crossing under the former SP 
tracks. The cut-and-cover technique would be used to construct this segment. The cut-and-cover 
subway structure would be constructed up to the former SP tracks, which will have been moved to 
the east to an interim alignment by the city’s grade separations project. BART would construct its 
subway alignment to a point just west of the interim SP alignment, and would then relocate the 
interim SP alignment to its final location over the WSX Alternative subway. BART would complete 
construction of the WSX Alternative alignment without further impacts on the relocated SP 
alignment. 


After the SP tracks have been relocated westward to the final alignment, the cut-and-cover 
excavation would continue to the south to a subway portal located east of the final SP alignment. 
Cut-and-cover construction techniques in this area would be the same as those described for the 
Walnut Avenue to Stevenson Boulevard segment of the alignment. 


Where the WSX Alternative alignment exits the subway portal, a retained-cut section would be 
excavated, transitioning to an at-grade alignment approximately 1,200 feet north of Paseo Padre 
Parkway. The at-grade alignment would rise from a retained-cut alignment near the subway portal to 
a maximum of 8 to 10 feet above grade at Paseo Padre Parkway. This would require import of fill 
material and some excavation of existing material. Prior to placement of fill just north of Paseo 
Padre Parkway, the existing Irvington Pump Station structures would be removed as part of a 
separate project. Construction of the retained-cut subway transition and at-grade sections would be 
similar to that described for the initial segment from south of Tule Pond. 


A number of ancillary structures would be constructed in the segment between the former SP tracks 
and Paseo Padre Parkway. These facilities, shown in Figure 3-4b, would consist of the subway portal 
and emergency access stairways, which would be built as part of the below-grade facilities, and 
traction power and train control facilities, which would be built along the alignment after it comes to 
grade. Construction equipment used in this segment would be the same as that used for the Fremont 
BART Station to Stevenson Boulevard segment. A temporary contractor laydown area could be 
located in the open field between the two railroad alignments (see Figure 3-4b). Access would be 
from Paseo Padre Parkway. A temporary rail welding facility would be set up in this area to weld 
rail sections into 800-foot strings ready for installation in the section between Paseo Padre and the 
Fremont BART Station. Rail to be welded would be trucked in 39-foot lengths or shipped in by rail 
using the old WP tracks (no longer in use). The rail would be stored on site, initially in stacks of 
short sections, then later in stacks of 800-foot strings. This location would also be used for short- 
term storage of other construction materials. 
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Paseo Padre Parkway to Washington Boulevard 


A vehicular underpass will be constructed at Paseo Padre Parkway as part of the city’s grade 
separations project. At this point the WSX Alternative alignment would move onto an overpass 
bridge structure. It may be possible to coordinate the construction of the BART overpass with 
Fremont’s underpass construction. A coordinated construction approach between the two projects 
would most likely be less disruptive to the public than constructing the BART overpass after the 
city’s grade separations project has been completed. The overpass would be a single concrete 
structure supporting both the northbound and southbound BART tracks, with a center pier in the 
median of the parkway. A construction process similar to that described for the Walnut Avenue 
overpass would be used to build the BART overpass at Paseo Padre Parkway, once the roadway 
underpass was completed. Construction equipment would access the construction site from Paseo 
Padre Parkway and would use the potential temporary construction laydown area north of the 
parkway described above. 


Portions of the WSX Alternative alignment south of Paseo Padre Parkway to Washington Boulevard 
would be below existing ground level, requiring excavation. Other portions of the alignment would 
be slightly above existing ground level, requiring placement of imported fill. Construction activities 
in this segment would include grading and soil compaction to create the level subbase for the tracks. 
It may be possible to balance soil cut and fill demands in this segment to reduce or avoid the need for 
dump trucks to transport soil from off site. Scrapers would likely be used to move dirt in this section. 
For a portion of the former WP right-of-way, the existing ballast would be removed along with the 
top 12 to 24 inches of underlying material. 


After the subbase has been prepared, subgrade drainage, ballast, trackwork, and systems facilities 
would be installed. Equipment required to construct this segment of the alignment would include 
graders, compactors, dump trucks, concrete trucks, scrapers, cranes, and specialized track-laying 
equipment. Ballast would be hauled in by truck from off site. 


Washington Boulevard to End of WSX Alternative Alignment 


The WSX Alternative alignment would continue at grade under the Washington Boulevard roadway 
overpass, which will be completed as part of the city’s grade separations project prior to BART 
construction. At-grade construction for this segment would be the same as that described for the at- 
grade portions of the Paseo Padre Parkway to Washington Boulevard segment. All along the former 
WP right-of-way, the existing ballast would be removed along with the top 12 to 24 inches of 
underlying material. New subgrade material and ballast would be imported and compacted. The 
current track footprint would be widened to two tracks, or 35 to 40 feet. Traction power and train 
control facilities would be constructed in the area south of Washington Boulevard and adjacent to 
Auto Mall Parkway. The construction techniques for these facilities would be similar to that for the 
same facilities in the former SP right-of-way to Paseo Padre Parkway segment. 


Crossing the ACFCD channel, which runs parallel to the alignment north of South Grimmer 
Boulevard, would require construction of a new box culvert. This could require altering the existing 
culvert and streambed to install the new culvert. Construction activities may include excavation and 
removal of existing drainage structures under the railroad tracks, grading of the existing channel, and 
installation of precast box culverts underneath the WSX Alternative alignment. Equipment required 
for this task would include excavators such as backhoes and graders, dump trucks, cranes, and 
concrete-mixing and delivery vehicles. 
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Construction of the segment between Auto Mall Parkway and South Grimmer Boulevard would 
require import of fill material to elevate the tracks beginning approximately 1,500 feet north of 
Grimmer Boulevard to match the grade needed for a BART overpass at Grimmer Boulevard. 
Because of limitations on right-of-way, a low retaining wall would be constructed along the east side 
of the alignment. 


Two BART bridge structures would be constructed over Grimmer Boulevard. The structures would 
be constructed using the same method as described for the Walnut Avenue overpass in the Fremont 
BART Station to Stevenson Boulevard segment, although no lowering of the roadway would be 
required at Grimmer Boulevard. Center piers for each of the two structures would be placed in the 
median of Grimmer Boulevard. Construction access for this segment would be from Washington 
Boulevard, the dead-end streets of Blacow Road and Prune Avenue, and Osgood Road/Warm 
Springs Boulevard (see Figure 3-4e). 


Retained-fill construction would be required at the southern abutment of the Grimmer Boulevard 
overpass. The alignment would come to existing grade near the southern end of the BART Warm 
Springs Station platform. At-grade construction, with minimal need for imported fill, would 
continue south of the BART Warm Springs Station platform to the end of the tail track. 


Warm Springs Station Site 


Development of the BART Warm Springs Station would require clearing the site of existing 
development and vegetation; grading and leveling to prepare the ground for paving of parking areas 
and roadway entrances; and typical building construction activities for the station and platform, 
including pouring foundations, framing, and finish construction work. Equipment needed to 
construct the station would include backhoes, graders, cranes, concrete-placing and paving 
machinery, and dump trucks. Construction access would be from South Grimmer Boulevard and 
Warm Springs Boulevard. 


Train control and traction power facilities would be installed adjacent to the Warm Springs Station. 
The construction techniques for these facilities would be similar to that for the same facilities in the 
former SP to Paseo Padre alignment segment. The station site would also be used as storage and a 
contractor laydown site during construction. 


The maintenance facility south of the BART Warm Springs Station would require the installation of 
ballast, trackway, and power facilities, in addition to the erection of maintenance buildings using 
standard building construction techniques. Construction access would be from Warm Springs Court. 


A temporary rail welding facility may be constructed in the Warm Springs station site for welding, 
grinding, and cutting of the rails. The rail welding facility would be approximately 1,000 feet long 
and 300 feet wide. It would be an open air facility with room to maneuver trucks and forklifts 
around the rail welding machine. The purpose of the facility is to weld 80-foot sections of steel rail 
into 800-foot long sections for the WSX Alternative. The welding machine itself would be 
approximately 20 feet by 50 feet. The 39-foot rail sections could be shipped by freight rail on the UP 
alignment or, in a worst-case situation, by truck via Warm Springs Court and stored at this location. 
The finished 800-foot sections would be placed on the alignment of the WSX Alternative. 


Construction of the new station access roadway would involve removing the existing curb at Warm 
Springs Court and grading 200 feet for the new roadway. The new roadway from Warm Springs 
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Court would be paved with reinforced concrete to ensure durability and reduce wear and tear from 
buses. Construction would also involve pouring and forming new curbs for the roadway. 


Optional Irvington Station 


Because funding has not yet been identified for the optional Irvington Station, construction would 
likely occur later than the construction of the WSX Alternative. Should funding for the optional 
station become available, it is possible that the station could be constructed concurrently with the 
WSX Alternative. Construction methods for the optional Irvington Station would be similar to those 
described above for the BART Warm Springs Station. Construction access would be from Osgood 
Road for construction on the east side of the BART alignment and from the new frontage road 
parallel to Washington Boulevard for the west side of the station. (Construction access would not be 
available from Washington Boulevard because of its future elevation as an overpass.) 


Should construction of the optional Irvington Station occur after commencement of BART revenue 
service to Warm Springs, construction methods would be highly constrained and controlled in and 
around the BART trackway. Contractor work plans outlining specific personnel, equipment, 
materials, and timeframes required to conduct discrete tasks would be submitted to BART 
Operations in advance for coordination and approval. BART Operations staff would monitor all such 
work to ensure a safe working and operating environment. It is likely that train movements would be 
single-tracked through the construction zone on a temporary basis so as to increase available work 
areas and safety buffer zones. The side platform configuration of this station as well as the location 
of track crossovers to the north and south would both serve to ease the logistical challenges of a 
phased construction scenario. 


Coordination with Utility Providers 


BART is currently working with utility providers to identify the location of utilities in the WSX 
Alternative corridor and coordinate any future project-related activities to minimize service 
disruption. BART has contacted and is coordinating with public utility providers such as the 
Alameda County Water District, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, the Alameda 
County Public Works Agency, and sanitation districts. In addition, BART is coordinating with 
telecommunications utility providers and electrical service providers. BART is also working closely 
with the City of Fremont to ensure that utilities that could be affected by both the city’s grade 
separations project and the WSX Alternative are dealt with in a coordinated manner. 


Coordination with Union Pacific Railroad 


BART will coordinate with UP, particularly with respect to the subway crossing of the former SP 
track and the general restrictions that may apply to the BART contractor working alongside the 
operating UP track. BART and the City of Fremont are actively coordinating the design of the 
former SP track alignment to minimize disruption to the operating UP line. 
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3.5 Alternatives Considered but Dismissed from 
Further Analysis 


3.5.1 Introduction 


As stated in the Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS for the Warm Springs project (69 Fed. Reg. 
18150), published by FTA on April 6, 2004: 


FTA does not intend to consider in detail alternatives that were evaluated during the CEQA process and 
found not to satisfactorily meet the project’s purpose and need. At the same time, FTA intends that this 
EIS not be merely a ratification of decisions already made. FTA therefore seeks comments during scoping, 
on the alternatives to be considered in the EIS, in light of the analyses and coordination activities 
performed by BART and publicized prior to FTA’s involvement. 


The scoping comments received by FTA and BART did not raise new alternatives or issues regarding 
alternatives other than those addressed during the CEQA process (with one exception, discussed 
below). Accordingly, Section 3.6.2 describes alternatives considered in the 1992 EIR, and 

Section 3.6.3 describes those considered in the 2003 SEIR, with a brief discussion of the previous 
analyses and the reasons why these alternatives were eliminated from detailed study in this EIS. The 
detailed analyses of alternatives considered in the 1992 EIR and 2003 SEIR are incorporated herein 
by reference as provided by the CEQ NEPA regulations, 40 CFR. section 1502.21. The 1992 EIR 
and 2003 SEIR are available for review upon request at BART’s offices at 300 Lakeshore Drive, 21st 
floor, Oakland, CA 94612. 


One new alternative was raised during the scoping process for this EIS: an “interim busway” that 
would be constructed along the existing railroad alignment, which would be replaced by the WSX 
Alternative at a later date. That alternative is described in Section 3.6.4, with a brief discussion of 
the reasons why it was eliminated from more detailed study in this EIS. 


3.5.2 Alternatives Considered in the 1992 EIR 


Since the 1992 EIR was certified, there have been extensive changes in the project setting and project 
circumstances. These changes include the implementation of grade-separation projects by the City of 
Fremont. As a result of these changes, the following build alternatives and design options are not 
feasible or could result in more significant environmental impacts than the WSX Alternative. 
Therefore, they were not carried forward for analysis in this EIS. 


1992 Alternative 2: No Project, Programmed Transportation 
Improvements 


1992 Alternative 2 did not include a BART Warm Springs extension, but did include highway and 
transit improvements that were programmed in the 1990 State Transportation Improvement Program 
(STIP), as well as those funded by the Alameda County Measure B sales tax revenues. Transit 
improvements would have included the Dublin, West Pittsburg, and Colma BART extensions, as 
well as implementation of AC Transit’s Comprehensive Service Plan (CSP). 
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Some of the highway improvements included modifications to the interchanges at Dixon Landing 
Road and I-880/SR 262 in Fremont, and at I-880 and Durham Road (now Auto Mall Parkway). A 
road widening on I-880 from Niles Road to SR 92 was also programmed. 


The AC Transit CSP assumed that a timed-transfer system would be implemented throughout the 
Fremont/Newark service area. A timed-transfer system involves the collection and dispersion of 
several bus routes from a hub called at a transit center. All buses would arrive at the transit center at 
the same time to facilitate easy transferring for passengers. In the CSP, two new timed-transfer 
transit centers were assumed within this service area, one at the site of the proposed Irvington BART 
Station, and one in Newark. The CSP also assumed a new route that would have operated between 
the proposed Irvington Transit Center and the South Main Transit Center in Milpitas, to facilitate a 
connection between AC Transit and VTA services. 


The proposed BART extensions described under this alternative have all been completed. However, 
because of funding constraints, AC Transit’s CSP was never implemented in this area. In 1999, AC 
Transit implemented the Fremont—Newark Transportation Development Plan, which revised existing 
bus routes and added new services in areas that were not previously served. The level of bus service 
in this plan was not as extensive as that assumed in the CSP, which included a total of 19 routes. An 
extensive timed transfer network at the BART stations, and an express route from Warm Springs to 
the Fremont BART Station via I-680 were also assumed. A transit center was also proposed at the 
Irvington Station site. Some of the highway improvements programmed in the 1990 STIP have been 
completed. 


This alternative was dismissed from further consideration for the following reasons. 


m This alternative would not satisfy the project purpose and need to alleviate traffic congestion, 
enhance transit accessibility, improve air quality and energy efficiency, and promote transit- 
oriented “smart growth” land uses. 


m This alternative does not support the anticipated population growth in the Fremont General Plan. 


m The Alameda County Measure B sales tax, which was approved by voters in 1986, provided 
funding for the 1992 Proposed Project. Because 1992 Alternative 2 did not include the 1992 
Proposed Project, it does not satisfy the mandate of Measure B. 


1992 Alternative 3: Transportation Systems Management 


The 1992 Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Alternative included the benefits of various 
existing or programmed transit and highway improvements, as in 1992 Alternative 2, and also 
included the BART extension to the San Francisco International Airport and the Tasman Corridor 
Light Rail Transit (LRT) system from east San Jose to Sunnyvale or Mountain View. Additional 
transit improvements would have included changes to AC Transit’s services, as defined previously, 
in the CSP. In addition, changes to the Santa Clara County Transit District’s (now Santa Clara 
Valley Transportation Authority or VTA) bus-route network to complement the BART extension 
were proposed. Highway improvements in the study area included in this alternative were high 
occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes on I-880, from SR 238 south to the Montague Expressway. 


BART has completed construction on the four-station extension from Colma to the San Francisco 
International Airport in San Mateo County, with a terminal station in Millbrae, California. VTA’s 
Tasman Corridor LRT system was extended to provide service to Mountain View in 1999. 
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Additional highway improvements in the project area included in this alternative were HOV lanes on 
I-880 from SR 238 south to the Montague Expressway, which have not been completed. As 
described above under 1992 Alternative 2, the programmed highway and transit improvements have 
already been completed, with the exception of AC Transit’s CSP. 


This alternative was dismissed from further consideration for the following reasons. 


m This alternative would not satisfy the project purpose and need to alleviate traffic congestion, 
enhance transit accessibility, improve air quality and energy efficiency, and promote transit- 
oriented “smart growth” land uses. 


m The alternative does not support the anticipated population growth in the Fremont General Plan. 


m The Alameda County Measure B sales tax, which was approved by voters in 1986, provided 
funding for the 1992 Proposed Project. Because 1992 Alternative 3 did not include the 1992 
Proposed Project, this alternative does not satisfy the mandate of Measure B. 


1992 Alternative 4: 5.4-Mile Extension with Two Stations and 
Relocated Railroad 


Alternative 4 consisted of a 5.4-mile, two-station extension to Warm Springs, with stations at Warm 
Springs and Irvington. Leaving the Fremont BART Station proceeding southeasterly on a raised 
embankment over Walnut Avenue, the alignment would have continued on an embankment through 
Tule Pond. Midway between Walnut Avenue and Stevenson Boulevard, the alignment would have 
transitioned to an aerial structure over Stevenson Boulevard, through Fremont Central Park, and over 
the east arm of Lake Elizabeth. The aerial alignment would have crossed to the east side of both the 
former SP and WP tracks, which were to be relocated. As proposed, 1992 Alternative 4 traveled 
under Washington Boulevard and remained below grade until reaching the proposed Irvington 
Station. It then continued at grade until it rose on an embankment or aerial structure to cross over the 
Grimmer Boulevard underpass to arrive at the proposed elevated Warm Springs Station. From the 
Warm Springs Station, tailtracks would have been extended at grade for approximately 3,000 feet. 
The tailtrack area would have contained a rail-car wash facility and a small emergency maintenance 
and inspection pit. The Central Park design options and vertical alignment option at Paseo Padre 
Parkway described below were applied to this alternative. 


The Irvington Station in this alternative was proposed as a below grade, center-platform station with 
an at-grade concourse on the east side of the right-of-way. The Warm Springs Station was proposed 
to accommodate more parking (approximately 2,300 spaces total) than is currently proposed in the 
WSX Alternative. 


Alternative 4 required the UP tracks to be relocated slightly westward. Due to the track relocations 
that are part of the City of Fremont’s grade separations project, this action would not be feasible. 


This alternative was dismissed from further consideration for the following reasons. 


m The restricted railroad access to customers on the eastern side of the alignment makes this 
alternative infeasible. 


m= The visual impacts of the alternative would be greater than those of the WSX Alternative. 
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1992 Adopted Project (Alternative 5: 5.4-Mile Extension with Two 
Stations) 


Alternative 5, Design Option 2A, as identified in the 1992 EIR was the project adopted by the BART 
Board of Directors in 1992 (the 1992 Adopted Project). As proposed, the alignment of the 1992 
Adopted Project (identified as Alternative 5, Design Option 2A, in the 1992 EIR) would have begun 
at the existing elevated Fremont BART Station and extended southeasterly. The alignment would 
have followed an aerial alignment through Fremont Central Park that skirted the eastern edge of Lake 
Elizabeth. The alignment would have continued on an aerial structure over the former Southern 
Pacific (SP) railroad track, curved south between the former SP railroad track and the former 
Western Pacific (WP) railroad track, and crossed over Paseo Padre Parkway. The alignment would 
have then transitioned to a below-grade crossing under Washington Boulevard to arrive at the 
Irvington Station. From the Irvington Station, the alignment would have risen to grade and remained 
at grade over the Blacow Road underpass and under the Auto Mall Parkway overpass. From Auto 
Mall Parkway, the alignment would have risen to an embankment and an aerial structure to cross the 
former WP railroad track at Grimmer Boulevard and continued above grade to the elevated Warm 
Springs Station. The alignment would have then transitioned to grade and would have had 
approximately 3,000 feet of tail track south of the Warm Springs Station. 


When the WSX EIR was certified in 1992, Fremont did not support the recommended project 
alternative (Alternative 5, Design Option 2A, in the 1992 EIR), which included an aerial alignment 
over Lake Elizabeth in Fremont Central Park. Fremont did support an alternative that included a 
subway alignment under Lake Elizabeth (Design Option 2S in the 1992 EIR). Sufficient funds were 
not available to construct either alternative. 


The principal modification of the 1992 Adopted Project that is reflected in the 2003 SEIR and in this 
EIS is the change from an aerial structure over Fremont Central Park and Lake Elizabeth to a subway 
alignment. In addition, as compared to the 1992 Adopted Project, the WSX Alternative is at grade 
for a much greater portion of the alignment. The aerial alignment was dismissed from further 
consideration in this EIS based on its permanent adverse impacts to visual and park resources and the 
lack of support from the local community and the City of Fremont. 


The 1992 Adopted Project also included a subway design option (identified as Design Option 2S in 
the 1992 EIR) that would have substituted a subway alignment under Fremont Central Park for the 
aerial alignment proposed as Design Option 2A. The BART alignment under this design option 
would have emerged from the subway structure, crossed the former SP track, and continued between 
the former SP track and the former WP track. This subway alignment was necessary in the 1992 
Adopted Project to accommodate the two active freight rail lines. The WSX Alternative analyzed in 
this EIS includes a different subway alignment that is very similar to the alignment of Design Option 
1 in the 1992 EIR, which has become feasible as a result of the city’s grade separations project. 


1992 Alternative 6: 7.8-Mile Extension with Two Stations (No Irvington 
Station) 


1992 Alternative 6 was described as a 7.8-mile extension with no station in the Irvington District. 
From the Fremont BART Station south to Washington Boulevard, the alignment would have been the 
same as described in 1992 Alternative 4. However, a vertical alignment variation or design option 
was introduced at Washington Boulevard. Since there would have been no Irvington Station, the 
design option would have provided an aerial crossing over Washington Boulevard as an alternative to 
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the sub-grade crossing. In either case, the former SP and WP tracks would have remained at grade at 
Washington Boulevard. From Washington Boulevard to the Warm Springs Station, the alignment 
would have been the same as described in the above discussion of 1992 Alternative 4. Leaving the 
Warm Springs Station site, the alignment would have proceeded southward at grade on new tracks 
placed just east of the UP tracks. The alignment would have crossed over grade separations at 
Mission Boulevard and Warren Avenue. In addition to the Warm Springs Station, a station was 
proposed at South Warm Springs. The South Warm Springs Station would have been located 
approximately 2,000 feet north of Kato Road between Warm Springs Boulevard between the former 
SP and WP tracks, on a 42-acre site. South of this station, BART tailtracks would have extended at 
grade for approximately 3,000 feet crossing over a depressed Kato Road. Vehicle maintenance 
facilities would have been located in this vicinity. 


This alternative was dismissed from further consideration because it is longer than the WSX 
Alternative (7.8 miles vs. 5.4 miles) and would result in greater environmental impacts. 


1992 Alternative 7: 7.8-Mile Extension with Two Stations (No Irvington 
Station) 


1992 Alternative 7 was described as a 7.8-mile, two-station extension, mostly on an aerial structure, 
with no Irvington Station, and running east of the UP tracks outside of railroad rights-of-way, from 
south of Washington Boulevard to the end of the line. From the Fremont BART Station, the 
alignment would have been the same as described in 1992 Alternative 4. Beginning at Paseo Padre 
Parkway, the alignment would have continued on an aerial structure crossing Washington Boulevard. 
After crossing Washington Boulevard, it would have transitioned over to the east of the UP tracks 
and outside of the railroad rights-of way. The alignment would then have lowered to grade, passed 
under the existing overpass at Durham Road, and risen to an aerial structure crossing over Grimmer 
Boulevard, and continued to an elevated Warm Springs Station. From Warm Springs Station to 
South Warm Springs Station, the Alternative 7 alignment was proposed to be the same as described 
under 1992 Alternative 6. 


With Alternative 7, significant visual impacts would have resulted due to the aerial BART structure 
over Washington Boulevard and through the Irvington district. The unmitigable visual impacts of the 
structure and of the associated sound walls in the vicinity of Washington Boulevard and the 
surrounding Irvington redevelopment area also contributed to determining that Alternative 7 was 
infeasible. Additionally, the aerial structure over Washington Boulevard could have resulted in the 
increased risk of structural damage or collapse during strong seismic activity. 


For the WSX Alternative, the Washington Boulevard overpass that is included in the city’s grade 
separations project may not preclude an aerial BART structure at this location. However, such a 
structure would be unwarranted with the availability of railroad right-of-way for the BART 
alignment that occurs as a result of the grade separation at Washington Boulevard. Since 
Washington Boulevard will be reconfigured as an overpass, an aerial crossing would be neither 
feasible nor necessary. 


This alternative was dismissed from further consideration because it would be 2.4 miles longer than 
the WSX Alternative (7.8 miles vs. 5.4 miles) and would result in greater environmental impacts. 
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1992 Alternative 8: 7.8-Mile Extension along Osgood Road and Warm 
Springs Boulevard, with Two Stations (No Irvington Station) 


1992 Alternative 8 was described as a 7.8-mile, two-station extension of BART south from the 
Fremont Station. The alignment of this alternative was similar to that described under Alternative 7 
through Central Park and Lake Elizabeth, and past Paseo Padre Parkway. From Paseo Padre 
Parkway, the alignment would have stayed on an aerial structure, crossed over Washington 
Boulevard and the UP tracks, and continued on an aerial structure to the center of Osgood Road. On 
the aerial structure, the alignment would have crossed over Durham Road (now Auto Mall Parkway) 
and Grimmer Boulevard to the Warm Springs Station, which would have been located west of Warm 
Springs Boulevard. From the Warm Springs Station, the alignment would have continued on an 
aerial structure (in the center of Warm Springs Boulevard) over Mission Boulevard and Warren 
Avenue and turned to the west just north of Whitney Place, terminating at an elevated station south 
of Whitney Place, between Warm Springs Boulevard and the UP tracks. 


1992 Alternative 8 would have continued on past the proposed Warm Springs Station to a South 
Warm Springs Station. A total of 2,100 parking spaces at Warm Springs were proposed under this 
alternative. The South Warm Springs Station site proposed was the same as that proposed under 
1992 Alternative 7, except for the omission of one parcel at the intersection of Scott Creek/Kato 
Road and Warm Springs Boulevard, and the addition of parcels northeast of the site. A total of 2,400 
parking spaces were proposed at this station. 


This alternative was dismissed from further consideration for the following reasons. 


m This alternative would require that the Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG&E) transmission 
towers along Osgood Road and Warm Springs Boulevard be raised to provide clearance over the 
BART structure. In addition, the aerial structure associated with this alternative would result in 
unavoidable adverse visual impacts south of Washington Boulevard along Osgood Road and 
Warm Springs Boulevard. The city’s grade separations project has enabled an at-grade 
alignment for BART to be considered as part of the WSX Alternative, which would substantially 
reduce these significant visual impacts. 


m This alternative would be 2.4 miles longer than the WSX Alternative (7.8 miles vs. 5.4 miles) 
and would result in greater environmental impacts. 


1992 Alternative 9: 5.4-Mile Extension with One Station (Warm 
Springs) 

1992 Alternative 9 was described as a 5.4-mile, one-station extension along the same route as 
described under 1992 Alternative 4. The single proposed station was at Warm Springs, where a total 
of 2,300 parking spaces would have been provided. Since this alternative included no Irvington 
Station, the aerial crossing design option at Washington Boulevard was included. The Central Park 
design options and the vertical alignment design option described below also applied to this 
alternative. 


1992 Alternative 9 included a vertical design option with an aerial crossing over Washington 
Boulevard. Washington Boulevard will now be reconfigured as a vehicular overpass as part of the 
city’s grade separations project. The proposed at-grade BART alignment would pass beneath 
Washington Boulevard, and through the site proposed for the optional Irvington Station. Since 
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Washington Boulevard will be reconfigured as an overpass, an aerial crossing would be neither 
feasible nor necessary. 


This alternative was dismissed from further consideration because it does not include an Irvington 
Station option and is inconsistent with transit-oriented development. Lack of an Irvington Station 
option is inconsistent with BART’s Extension Staging Policy, which was in effect in 1992, during 
early project planning. BART’s current System Expansion Policy, adopted in 1999, effectively 
supercedes the Extension Staging Policy. The new policy includes goals to demonstrate a 
commitment to transit-supportive growth and development and to develop projects in partnership 
with communities that will be served. The Irvington Concept Plan being developed by the City of 
Fremont incorporates the principles of transit-oriented development. Such transit-oriented 
development would not be implementable with this alternative. 


1992 Alternative 10: 7.8-Mile Extension with One Station (South Warm 
Springs) 


1992 Alternative 10 was described as a 7.8-mile, one-station extension along the same route as 
described under 1992 Alternative 8, with a single proposed station to be located in South Warm 
Springs near Scott Creek/Kato Road. The vertical alignment for this alternative was essentially the 
same as that of 1992 Alternative 9, with the same tailtrack and ancillary facilities. Like 1992 
Alternative 6, a vertical design option applied at Washington Boulevard. The Central Park design 
options, the vertical alignment design options at Paseo Padre Parkway and Warren Avenue, and the 
UP relocation option south of Warren Avenue all applied to this alternative. Total parking supply 
under this alternative would have been approximately 3,400 spaces. 


This alternative was dismissed from further consideration because it would be 2.4 miles longer than 
the WSX Alternative (7.8 miles vs. 5.4 miles) and would result in greater environmental impacts. 


1992 Alternative 11: 7.8-Mile Extension with Two Stations (No Warm 
Springs Station) 


1992 Alternative 11 was described as a 7.8-mile, two-station extension with no Warm Springs 
Station. From the existing Fremont BART Station south to the Alameda County line, this alternative 
would have been the same as in 1992 Alternative 10, except for the deletion of the Warm Springs 
Station. The aerial crossing of the UP tracks and Grimmer Boulevard would have been the same. 
Other station locations and alignment characteristics would also have been the same as previously 
described. The Central Park design options, vertical alignment design options at Paseo Padre 
Parkway and Warren Avenue, and UP relocation option south of Warren Avenue also applied to this 
alternative. 


This alternative was dismissed from further consideration because it would be 2.4 miles longer than 


the WSX Alternative (7.8 miles vs. 5.4 miles) and would result in greater environmental impacts. 


1992 Central Park Design Options 


In the Fremont Central Park area, several variations in the vertical and horizontal alignment of the 
BART extension were considered in the 1992 EIR. These design options were as follows. 
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1992 Design Option 1 (Subway) 


Under this design option, the vertical alignment would have been under Stevenson Boulevard, Lake 
Elizabeth, and Paseo Padre Parkway. This alignment is similar to that of the WSX Alternative; the 
key difference is that it would have crossed under Paseo Padre Parkway, an additional 0.5 mile of 
subway. This design option would have been applicable to 1992 Alternatives 4 through 11. 
Although there is a slight difference in the alignment, 1992 Design Option | is very similar to the 
WSX Alternative. The changes in the alignment that occur due to the city’s grade separations project 
now make a subway alignment under Lake Elizabeth feasible. 


1992 Design Option 2A (Aerial) 


Under this design option, the BART alignment would have been moved east around Lake Elizabeth. 
North of Central Park, the alignment would have been on an embankment over Walnut Avenue, and 
on an aerial structure over Stevenson Boulevard. This design option was routed over a slightly more 
easterly section of Central Park, and would have avoided Lake Elizabeth and continued south, 
crossing over Paseo Padre Parkway. This design option would have been applicable to 1992 
Alternatives 4 through 11. As noted previously, this design option, combined with 1992 Alternative 
5, represented the 1992 Adopted Project. 


1992 Design Option 2A (aerial) was incorporated in the 1992 Adopted Project. This option is 
considered to be infeasible because of the significant visual impacts of the aerial alignment to 
Fremont Central Park and Lake Elizabeth. In addition, the design option was not supported by the 
local community or the City of Fremont. The city has expressed support for the WSX Alternative 
with a subway alignment under Lake Elizabeth, instead. 


1992 Design Option 2S (Subway) 


Under this design option, the proposed BART alignment would have moved around Lake Elizabeth 
similar to 1992 Design Option 2A. The vertical alignment north of Central Park would have been on 
an embankment over Walnut Avenue and transitioned to a subway under Stevenson Boulevard. 
After Stevenson Boulevard, the vertical alignment would have continued in a subway, following the 
same route as 1992 Design Option 2A. The alignment would have also traveled under a section of 
Central Park that was further east and would have skirted Lake Elizabeth and continued south, 
crossing under Paseo Padre Parkway. Option 2S was also applicable to all 1992 Alternatives 4 
through 11. This option is not feasible because it would disrupt activity at the City of Fremont's golf 
course, which is located between the former WP and former SP alignments east of Central Park. 


1992 Design Option 3 (Aerial) 


Under this design option, the BART vertical alignment would have been on an embankment over 
Walnut Avenue and an aerial structure over Stevenson Boulevard. The alignment would have passed 
over a portion of Central Park that was further east, and would have avoided Lake Elizabeth. Finally, 
the alignment would have continued south on the west side of the UP track and crossed over Paseo 
Padre Parkway. This design option would have been applicable to 1992 Alternatives 4 through 11. 


1992 Design Option 3 (Aerial) was found to be infeasible because of the alignment’s incompatibility 
with a land use proposed by the city, as well as the proximity of this aerial alignment to residences 
along the western side of the 1992 Proposed Project corridor. The WSX Alternative alignment 
would reduce these impacts. 
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1992 Central Park Design Option 3 located the alignment on the west side of the UP tracks. This 
option is not feasible because of the track relocations that are part of the city’s grade separations 
project. 


1992 Other Design Options (4-6) 


These variations represented vertical and horizontal changes along the alignment in locations other 
than the Fremont Central Park area. 


1992 Design Option 4 — Paseo Padre Parkway Design Option 


Under this design option, the alignment would have been at grade at Paseo Padre Parkway, with the 
parkway going over the BART alignment and the former SP and WP tracks. This design option 
would have been applicable to 1992 Alternatives 4 through 11 and to the Central Park design options. 


Design Option 4 (Paseo Padre Parkway) was found to be infeasible because of the significant visual 
impacts that would result from the high overpass that would be required to clear the at-grade BART 
alignment and the railroad tracks. The city’s grade separations project will place Paseo Padre 
Parkway below grade and allow the BART alignment to pass over the depressed roadway, which 
would reduce these impacts. 


1992 Design Option 5 — Washington Boulevard Design Option 


A vertical design option at Washington Boulevard would have provided for an aerial crossing over 
Washington Boulevard instead of a crossing below Washington Boulevard, which would have been 
raised. This design option would have been applicable to 1992 Alternatives 6, 9, and 10 only. 


1992 Design Option 5 (Washington Boulevard) was found to be infeasible because of significant 
visual impacts. The BART aerial structure and raised embankment would have affected the view 
from surrounding residential neighborhoods, and it would have posed a potential risk of structural 
damage or collapse during seismic activity. The city’s grade separations project has enabled an at- 
grade alignment for BART to be considered as part of the WSX Alternative. This would 
substantially reduce significant visual impacts. 


1992 Design Option 6 — Warren Avenue Design Option 


At Warren Avenue, the alignment would have been on an aerial structure over the roadway, with 
Warren Avenue remaining at grade instead of being depressed in an underpass. This design option 
would have been applicable to 1992 Alternatives 6, 7, 10, and 11 only. 


1992 Design Option 6 (Warren Avenue) was found to be infeasible because this option was not 
applicable to a project that is only 5.4 miles in length. Warren Avenue is located outside of the limits 
of the WSX Alternative, which is also 5.4 miles in length. 


1992 Design Option 7 — UP Relocation or “End” Design Option 


Under this design option, a horizontal alignment would have relocated the UP tracks to the west 
between 0.5 mile south of Warren Avenue to just north of Dixon Landing Road would have relocated 
the UP tracks to the west, allowing BART to utilize the existing UP right-of-way. This design option 
would have been applicable to 1992 Alternatives 6, 7, 10, and 11 only. 


1992 Design Option 7 (UP Relocation) was also not applicable to a 5.4-mile project, and therefore 
was found to be infeasible. This would also be true regarding the WSX Alternative. 
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3.5.3 2003 Alternatives Eliminated from Detailed Study in 
this EIS 


The following alternatives were considered but dismissed from further analysis because they were 
determined to be infeasible or were determined to insufficiently meet the project purpose and need. 
These alternatives were raised during the scoping process conducted for the 2003 SEIR. All of these 
alternatives were considered but eliminated from detailed study in the 2003 SEIR, with the exception 
of the Bus Alternative (with BRT and busway components), which was evaluated in the 2003 EIR. 


2003 Taxi Service from Warm Springs to Fremont 


Taxi service is private automobile transportation that would likely be cost prohibitive and not 
economically viable for most passengers. This would not provide transportation services in an 
equitable manner to all segments of the population. 


2003 Chauffeur Driven Limousine from Warm Springs to Fremont 


Similarly, chauffeur driven limousines are also privately operated and use a mode of transportation 
not operated by BART or other public transit carriers. Because these services operate with 
automobiles as private transportation, they do not offer the opportunity to achieve the goal of 
relieving automobile congestion on regional roadways. In addition, they would not provide 
transportation services that would make efficient and effective use of financial resources. 


2003 Capitol Corridor Passenger Rail Service 


The Capitol Corridor interregional rail service is operated by BART along with several other 
agencies through the Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Agency (CCJPA). BART provides day-to-day 
management support to the CCJPA. The service operates through two regions and several counties 
throughout Northern California, from San Jose to Sacramento. The alignment of the Capitol 
Corridor rail service currently includes a stop at Fremont/Centerville, to the north and west of the 
BART alignment. There has been no proposed discontinuance of this interregional rail service, so 
the BART alignment could not replace this service. There have also not been any proposals to alter 
the route of the Capitol Corridor from Union City to San Jose from its current Alviso route to a 
Warm Springs route on the UP right-of-way. Given the mandate of the Capitol Corridor to provide 
only inter-city service, a spur route from Union City to Warm Springs would not be permitted. 
Therefore, such an alternative would be infeasible. 


2003 Commuter Rail Service 


Commuter rail is defined as “long-haul rail passenger service operating between metropolitan and 
suburban areas, whether within or across the geographical boundaries of a state, usually characterized 
by reduced fares for multiple rides, and commutation tickets for regular, recurring riders” (American 
Public Transportation Association 2002). BART operates long-haul rail passenger service within the 
metropolitan and suburban communities in the greater Bay Area. BART serves four Bay Area 
counties; San Francisco, Alameda, Contra Costa, and San Mateo. BART provides reduced fares on 
high-value ticket purchases. As such, BART fulfills the definition of commuter rail service. A 
commuter rail alternative in the project area is already being considered with the WSX Alternative. 
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Commuter rail service between Union City and San Jose using the UP right-of-way has been 
considered and rejected in the past. Unlike the Union City BART Station, the Fremont BART 
Station does not have standard gauge railroad tracks in close proximity. A commuter rail alternative 
from the Fremont Station would be the WSX Alternative as described above. VTA completed a 
major investment study (MIS) in November 2001 and rejected a commuter rail alternative between 
Warm Springs and San Jose. Before finishing this study, VTA also considered commuter rail service 
between Union City and San Jose with a station at Warm Springs. Of the six alternatives studied in 
depth in the MIS, the commuter rail alternative in the UP alignment had the lowest ranking and was 
rejected from further consideration. Some of the reasons for its low ranking included low ridership, 
noise impacts of commuter trains running in residential areas, and strong opposition by residents 
along the UP railroad corridor. These reasons also apply to commuter rail service between Union 
City and Warm Springs. 


2003 Light Rail Transit (LRT) 


An LRT alternative most likely would consist of an alignment extending approximately 5.4 miles 
from the Fremont BART Station to a station in Warm Springs and an optional intermediate station at 
Irvington. Although LRT can run on surface streets without requiring grade separations, the 
availability of the UP right-of-way between Warm Springs and Paseo Padre Parkway would make 
this the preferred alignment in this segment. Between Paseo Padre Parkway and the Fremont Station, 
the LRT alignment would most likely follow the UP alignment north to Stevenson Boulevard, turn 
west on Stevenson Boulevard to run in the median, and then follow the WSX Alternative alignment 
between Stevenson Boulevard and Walnut Avenue. This alignment along Stevenson Boulevard 
would eliminate the median and require intrusion into the sidewalk and likely require acquisition of 
additional right-of-way. 


An LRT would be affected by several factors not associated with either the WSX Alternative or the 
Bus Alternative. Northbound commuters would have to transfer from bus or automobile to the LRT 
at Warm Springs and subsequently transfer from LRT to BART at the Fremont BART Station. 
Southbound riders also would have to transfer twice between Fremont and Warm Springs (BART to 
LRT, LRT to bus/automobile). Transit studies have demonstrated that the more mode transfers 
passengers must make to reach their destinations, the less likely they are to use transit. This double 
mode-transfer penalty for LRT users would decrease ridership compared to the WSX Alternative. 
Further ridership reduction would occur due to the longer travel time for LRT compared to BART 
over the same distance. 


Typically, one of the primary reasons that LRT costs are less than heavy rail is LRT’s minimal grade 
separation requirements. In the UP corridor, grade separations are not an issue. Capital costs for 
LRT, including cost of right-of-way, construction, vehicles, and maintenance facilities would be less 
than costs for the WSX Alternative; however, LRT ridership also would be significantly less than the 
WSX Alternative ridership. In particular, LRT would require an entirely new fleet of vehicles for the 
system, as well as maintenance facilities; whereas BART and bus operators would be augmenting 
their existing vehicle fleet and could use existing maintenance facilities. Additional consideration 
would also be necessary at the LRT interface at the Fremont BART Station. LRT traveling at grade 
along the proposed BART alignment or city streets would require a ramp and elevated platform to 
allow cross platform transfers to BART, or with an at-grade LRT station design, additional vertical 
circulation (stairs, escalators, elevators) between the LRT terminus and the BART platform. Both 
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designs would require modification of the existing BART station, including changing auto and bus 
circulation and loss of station parking. 


Future extension of LRT south of Warm Springs, and a commensurate increase in ridership, is 
unlikely. For practical purposes, selection of a 5.4-mile, Fremont BART-to-Warm Springs LRT 
system would not allow for future non-LRT transit extensions in the UP railroad corridor. 
Construction of LRT would preclude a future BART extension southward, unless the LRT system 
(and LRT financial investment) was removed. Also, there is no reasonable likelihood of an LRT 
extension in the regional corridor south from Warm Springs. LRT was examined in VTA’s MIS and 
rejected as a transit alternative. The primary reasons for the elimination of LRT by VTA were that 
LRT in Santa Clara County would be limited to 2- and 3-car trains due to constraints on the Tasman 
and Downtown East Valley light rail line, slower guideway speeds (55 miles per hour maximum), 
and traffic congestion and LRT coordination problems at the East Julian Street and East Santa Clara 
Street grade crossings. In addition, Santa Clara County’s Measure A specifically provided funding 
for a BART extension into Santa Clara County, and if any Measure A funding was to be used for 
LRT, it would require voter approval. 


2003 Bus Alternative (with BRT and busway components) 


During the 2003 SEIR scoping process, it was suggested that a bus alternative be considered for 
further analysis in the 2003 SEIR. Although bus alternatives had been previously analyzed in earlier 
studies, such an alternative was not analyzed in the 1992 EIR.'* Changes in the circumstances 
underlying the previous environmental analysis, including advancements in bus operations known as 
bus rapid transit (BRT),'* have arisen since 1992 and led to the analysis of this option in the 2003 
SEIR. Analyses of the Bus Alternative are presented in detail in the 2003 SEIR, Chapter 5, 
Alternatives Analysis, and in the Transportation Technical Report for the Proposed BART Warm 
Springs Extension (San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 2003), and are incorporated by 
reference herein. As a result of these analyses, at the conclusion of the CEQA process, the Bus 
Alternative was rejected from further consideration as unable to fulfill the project goals and 
objectives as effectively as the WSX Alternative. 


Developed in conjunction with AC Transit and VTA, the Bus Alternative was designed to provide 
high-quality service similar to the WSX Alternative. The Bus Alternative incorporated several BRT 
components, including a busway between Paseo Padre Parkway and Warm Springs and transit 
centers at the WSX Alternative Warm Springs BART Station site and the optional Irvington Station 
site. The service along the busway included a limited number of stops between the Warm Springs 
Transit Center and the Fremont BART Station. 


The Bus Alternative incorporated many of the elements typically associated with BRT, including 
exclusive right-of-way, limited stops, improved passenger boarding facilities, prepaid fares, real-time 
passenger information, traffic priority at intersections, passenger boarding at the same height as the 
bus, and signal priority. Certain other typical BRT elements were considered inappropriate for the 


'? Bus options were considered in the Fremont-South Bay Corridor Final Report prepared by DKS Associates in 
1993 and the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Major Investment 
Study Final Report (MIS) prepared by Earth Tech, Inc. in November 2001. These studies are incorporated by 
reference herein pursuant to 40 C.F.R. Section 1502.21. These studies are available for review upon request at 
BART’s offices at 300 Lakeside Drive, 21" floor, Oakland, CA 94612. 

'* Bus rapid transit (BRT) is a rubber-tired vehicle operation that is configured to offer speeds and capacity similar 
to rail transit, with exclusive travel lanes, busways or HOV lanes, limited stops and signal preemption. 
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Bus Alternative, such as unique vehicles. It was assumed that both bus operators would use rolling 
stock that is similar to their current fleet. Articulated buses, similar to the ones currently in 
operation, would be needed for the county-to-county bus trips. 


Bus Routes, Transit Centers, and Operating Plan 


The Bus Alternative included the creation of a paved busway within the former WP right-of-way in 
place of the WSX Alternative (Figure 3-9). The busway would have run along the WSX Alternative 
alignment in the former WP right-of-way from South Grimmer Boulevard to Paseo Padre Parkway, 
for a distance of approximately 3 miles. Access to the busway at Paseo Padre Parkway would have 
been provided by flyover ramps that would pass over the adjacent at-grade UP railroad track. 
Between Paseo Padre Parkway and the Fremont BART Station, buses would operate on local streets. 
The proposed route would be on Paseo Padre Parkway and Walnut Avenue between the north end of 
the busway and Fremont BART Station entrance. 


The busway would have carried both VTA and AC Transit routes, and passengers could have 
boarded any bus operating in the busway. Stops were located at the Fremont BART Station and at 
two transit centers, which were located on the same sites as the Warm Springs Station and the 
optional Irvington Station. Additional stops were located at Paseo Padre Parkway and Stevenson 
Boulevard, Auto Mall Parkway and Grimmer Boulevard, and Auto Mall Parkway and Warm Springs 
Boulevard. Both the transit centers and regular stops would have facilitated connections to other 
local bus routes within Fremont. The estimated travel time between the Fremont BART Station and 
the Warm Springs Transit Center would have been approximately 15 minutes with the additional 
stops identified above. 


To further reduce travel times, the Bus Alternative included signal preemption and upgrades to eight 
intersections along the path of the included bus routes. Passengers would be informed of bus 
schedules through the use of “next-bus” technology, which would announce the impending arrival of 
the buses at each bus shelter and passenger waiting area. 


The busway would have been open to both VTA and AC Transit express buses, which would have 
provided an average headway of 7.5 minutes between Fremont BART and the Warm Springs area. 
This service level would be equivalent to the service provided under the operating plan for the WSX 
Alternative with the optional Irvington Station. The bus routes are shown in Figure 3-9. 


Projected Ridership Comparison 


Ridership projections for the Bus Alternative compared to the WSX Alternative were estimated using 
the VTA-Modified MTC Model that was developed by MTC and VTA. The Bus Alternative would 
have generated fewer riders than the WSX Alternative. This is true for both the 2010 and 2025 
scenarios. For 2010, the Bus Alternative would generate approximately 4,200 new linked transit 
trips daily compared to 4,700 for the WSX Alternative and 5,700 for the WSX alternative with the 
optional Irvington Station.'” In 2025, the Bus Alternative would generate 6,300 linked transit trips 
compared to 7,200 for the WSX Alternative and 9,100 for the WSX Alternative with the optional 
Irvington Station. 


As discussed in Chapter 5 of this EIS, Other NEPA Considerations, the Santa Clara Valley Transit 
Authority (VTA) is considering the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Project (SVRTC), which 


'S The change in linked transit trips indicates the number of new patrons attracted to a new transit service. A “linked 
trip” consists of all modes used from the beginning of the trip to the end of the trip. 
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would be an extension of BART service from BART’s proposed future terminus at Warm Springs 
through Milpitas, to downtown San Jose in Santa Clara. In the Draft EIS/EIR for the SVRTC 
project, issued in 2003, VTA evaluated a bus alternative that is referred to herein as the “SVRTC 
Enhanced Bus.” The SEIR analysis considered the cumulative consequences if both BART and VTA 
were each to choose its respective bus alternative.'© It is assumed that, if the Bus Alternative were 
implemented by BART and the SVRTC Enhanced Bus were implemented by VTA, the Enhanced 
Bus routes would have utilized the dedicated busway to travel to the Fremont BART Station, 
eliminating the requirement to transfer at the Warm Springs Transit Center. In 2025, the Bus 
Alternative with SVRTC enhanced bus would generate approximately 13,700 linked trips, compared 
to 33,400 with the WSX Alternative plus SVRTC and 33,200 with WSX Alternative, plus optional 
Irvington Station and SVRTC. 


Comparison of the Bus Alternative and WSX Alternative 


The analysis of the Bus Alternative in the 2003 SEIR included sections on hazardous materials; 
hydrology; biological resources; land use and planning; population, economics and housing; 
aesthetics; cultural resources; transportation; noise and vibration; air quality; and energy. The Bus 
Alternative would have avoided or reduced some of the impacts associated with the WSX 
Alternative, such as temporary loss of flood storage capacity, impacts to wetland and riparian habitat, 
disturbance of archaeological sites, temporary visual impacts to Fremont Central Park, and noise and 
vibration impacts. However, the Bus Alternative would have had the potential to disturb hazardous 
materials during construction and have a more extensive impact on hydrology and water quality than 
the WSX Alternative. In addition, the Bus Alternative would have had a significant, unavoidable 
impact on sensitive species (burrowing owl) and a significant visual impact (bus flyover at Paseo 
Padre Parkway and UP alignment). However, due to lower ridership, the Bus Alternative would not 
achieve the same degree of beneficial effects as the WSX Alternative, such as a reduction in roadway 
traffic volumes, increased transit ridership, reductions in air pollution emissions, and reduction in 
regional energy consumption. In addition, while the Bus Alternative would have offered a high 
quality service, it would not have been as successful as the WSX Alternative in promoting transit- 
oriented development or in supporting smart, efficient, and desirable growth patterns. For these and 
other reasons, BART has concluded that the Bus Alternative is not as effective in meeting the 
project’s goals as is the WSX Alternative. Because the Bus Alternative does not sufficiently meet 
the project’s purpose and need, it is not analyzed in this EIS. Further details regarding the analysis of 
the Bus Alternative may be found in the 2003 SEIR. 


3.5.4 Alternative Proposed in the EIS Scoping Process 


Interim Busway 


This alternative was suggested during the 2004 scoping period for this EIS. This alternative would 
entail construction of an interim bus guideway along the surface portions of both the BART Warm 
Springs alignment and the Warm Springs to San Jose BART alignment proposed for VTA’s SVRTC 
project. The comment suggests that the construction of a busway along the combined alignment 


'© VTA’s Draft EIS/EIR for the SVRTC project evaluates a “Baseline Alternative,” as required by federal law, 
which incorporates an enhanced level of bus service to the BART Warm Springs Station using existing roads and 
highways. To avoid confusion, VTA’s “Baseline Alternative” is referred to in this EIS as the “SVRTC Enhanced 
Bus.” 
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could be implemented more quickly and would be less expensive than a BART extension. The 
alignment and structures could then be converted to use for BART trains when more funding 
becomes available in the future. 


The costs involved in modifying the existing railroad alignment for the busway project, although less 
than the cost of the WSX Alternative with a subway alignment, still would be considerable. 
Construction of the busway would require upgrading and paving the existing railroad right-of-way to 
accommodate two-way bus traffic. Improvements to the railroad roadbed for the busway would 
require widening, relocation of utilities, drainage improvements, and remediation of any hazardous 
materials within the right-of-way, i.e., it would require many of the same investments required for the 
WSX Alternative. An interim busway alternative would also require construction of access and 
station facilities at intermediate points along the guideway, as well as at both the north and south 
termini. Stations sites would require facilities for parking, ticketing, boarding, and restrooms, and 
would need to be accessible to local buses, autos, bicycles, and pedestrians. Access to stations could 
require local street improvements, as well as the costs of the station facilities themselves, similar to 
station costs associated with the WSX Alternative. 


An interim busway alternative would require buses to leave the bus guideway and travel on surface 
streets around Fremont Central Park in order to reach the existing Fremont BART Station. Like the 
permanent Bus Alternative discussed above, an interim busway would also require construction of a 
flyover structure between Paseo Padre Parkway and the busway. Analysis for the 2003 Bus 
Alternative, evaluated in the 2003 SEIR, indicated that the connecting flyover would be costly and 
would create unavoidable visual impacts for neighborhoods east and west of the flyover structure. 
The bus flyover would then have to be demolished when a BART extension was constructed at the 
end of the interim period. 


BART anticipates that the WSX extension could be operating by 2010. VTA anticipates that the 
SVRTC project could begin revenue service in 2015. Therefore, the window for operation of an 
interim busway could be as short as 5 years. Construction of a BART extension following the 
interim busway project would require removing the paved guideway and bus station structures. The 
paving would need to be removed to allow placement of ties and rails, and the BART rail system 
requires facilities on a much larger scale than bus facilities, which could not be converted to BART 
use. (For example, a BART station platform is 700 feet long.) Therefore, a large percentage of the 
costs invested in an interim bus alternative would not be converted to BART use and would be lost. 
The loss of capital investments and the potentially short operating life combine to diminish the value 
of this alternative. 
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Introduction to Environmental Analysis 


4.1.1 Introduction 


This section provides an overview of the environmental analysis chapter, which includes Sections 4.2 
through 4.18. The environmental analysis sections describe the setting, impacts, and mitigation 
measures for the WSX Alternative. This section also provides background information that will 
assist the reader in understanding the analysis. 


4.1.2 Scope of the Environmental Impact 
Statement 


The purpose of this EIS is to disclose any effects that might occur as a result of the proposed action. 
On April 6 2004, FTA, as the federal lead agency, published a Notice of Intent (NOI) for the 
preparation of an EIS for the BART Warm Springs Extension Project in the Federal Register, 
consistent with Section 1501.7 of the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA Regulations. 
(A copy of the NOI is included in Appendix A of this document.) 


BART and FTA have determined that the environmental resource areas listed below will be analyzed 
in this EIS. The environmental analysis incorporated herein identifies the environmental impacts of 
the WSX Alternative and the No-Build Alternative on those resource areas, as well as the mitigation 
measures proposed to reduce the impacts of the proposed action. The resource areas are listed below 
in the order in which they appear in this document. 


m Transportation 

m Soils, Geology, and Seismicity 

m Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
m Hydrology 

= Wetlands 

m Biological Resources 

m Land Use and Planning 

m Parks and Recreation 


m Population, Economics, and Housing 
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= Aesthetics 

= Cultural Resources 

= Noise and Vibration 

mw Air Quality 

m Energy 

= Utilities and Public Services 
m Safety and Security 


= Environmental Justice 


4.1.3 Resource Study Area 


The area studied for the WSX Alternative is defined in Section 1.4 in Chapter | and depicted in 
Figure 1-5. This area was considered in the process of making the determinations of appropriate 
study areas for each resource. The extent of the area studied for a resource varies depending on the 
characteristics of each environmental resource area being analyzed (e.g., the hydrology study area is 
defined by the physical limits of the watershed; the cultural resources area is defined by the Area of 
Potential Effect, etc.). The study area for each environmental resource area is therefore defined in 
the corresponding resource section. 


4.1.4 Overview and Terminology of Impacts and 
Mitigation Measures 


As required by NEPA, this EIS examines the expected project and cumulative impacts of the 

WSX Alternative. Sections 4.2 through 4.18 analyze the potential impacts of the WSX Alternative 
and the No-Build Alternative for each of the environmental resource areas. Each section identifies 
impacts and mitigation measures for one resource area. Chapter 5 analyzes the potential cumulative 
impacts of the WSX Alternative on each of the environmental resource areas and provides mitigation 
measures to minimize the project’s contribution to cumulative impacts. 


4.1.4.1 Impacts 
Types of Effects 


A proposed action may have the following types of effects, which are identified in this EIS. 


= Noeffect: A proposed action that does not alter the environmental status quo would be 
considered to have no impact. 


m Adverse effect: A proposed action that would negatively affect an environmental condition or 
resource value extant prior to taking the proposed action would be considered to have an adverse 
impact. 
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= Beneficial effect: Beneficial impacts may occur where the proposed action would eliminate or 
reduce a situation that is considered detrimental within the affected environment. 


Operational Impacts 


Operational impacts are long-term, repeated, or ongoing impacts; they include all effects of operating 
and maintaining all aspects of the WSX Alternative, including trackways, trains, stations, parking 
lots, and associated equipment and facilities. 


Construction Impacts 


Construction-related impacts refer to the temporary effects of construction activities related to the 
WSX Alternative, such as contractor laydown areas, site preparation, and installation of trackways 
and structures. 


4.1.4.2 Mitigation Measures 


Under NEPA, an EIS must include a discussion of the means to mitigate adverse environmental 
effects. Whether or not the impacts of a proposed action will be “significant” must be determined at 
the outset, since an EIS is required only if there will be significant impacts. However, once a 
decision to prepare an EIS is made, the EIS reports all adverse effects and suggests appropriate 
mitigation measures. In developing mitigation measures for adverse environmental effects, BART is 
guided by definitions in the CEQ NEPA Regulations (Section 1502.16[h]), which define mitigation 
as: 


™ avoiding the impact altogether by not taking certain actions; 

™ minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action; 

m rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment; 
m reducing or eliminating impacts through preservation and maintenance; 

™ compensating for impacts by replacing or providing substitute resources; or 


™ compensating for secondary impacts caused by mitigation measures proposed in one resource 
area that may indirectly affect another. 


As stated in 23 CFR 771.105(d), it is FTA policy that measures necessary to mitigate adverse 
impacts (both significant and not significant) be incorporated into the proposed action. Mitigation 
measures would be eligible for federal funding if: 


m the impact for which the mitigation was proposed actually resulted from the project, and 


m the proposed mitigation represented a reasonable public expenditure, considering, among other 
things, the extent to which the proposed measures would assist in complying with a Federal 
statute, Executive Order, or other Administration regulation or policy. 


BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 4.1-3 
Volume 1 J&S 04071.04 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Section 4.1. Introduction to 
Environmental Analysis 


It is the responsibility of FTA and BART to ensure that the mitigation and enhancement measures 
committed to in the environmental document, as well as those contained in permits, are carried out. 
A summary of mitigation/enhancement commitments will be included in the Record of Decision 
(ROD) for this EIS and made available to appropriate project personnel to help to ensure that these 
important features are properly implemented. As part of the CEQA environmental decision process, 
a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan was adopted by the BART Board of Directors 
(Appendix B). The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan, as well as any additional mitigation 
measures identified in the EIS, will become a part of the ROD prepared by FTA. Adverse effects 
and mitigation measures addressed in this Final EIS are summarized in the Executive Summary in 
Table ES-2. 
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4.2.1 Introduction 


This section describes the existing transportation conditions in the study area, analyzes the WSX 
Alternative’ s potential transportation-related impacts and benefits in comparison to the No-Build 
Alternative, and identifies measures to mitigate the impacts. The existing conditions for roadways, 
traffic, transit services, pedestrian, and bicycle facilities in the study area are reviewed. The primary 
areas of analysis for this section are transit, traffic, and parking. The analysis in this section is based 
on the Transportation Technical Report for the Proposed BART Warm Springs Extension, which is 
available for review at the BART offices at 300 Lakeside Drive, 21st Floor, Oakland, CA 94612. 


This transportation analysis also assumes that the City of Fremont grade separations project will 
proceed independently of the WSX alternative, providing an auto underpass at Paseo Padre Parkway 
and an auto overpass at Washington Boulevard where each crosses the rail corridor. These grade 
separations allow the at-grade rail alignment required for the WSX Alternative. 


4.2.2 Affected Environment 


For the study area in general, regional roadway access, regional transit services, intersection, and 
existing traffic conditions are described below. Detailed setting information is provided for the areas 
near the proposed Warm Springs Station and the optional Irvington Station, including information on 
parking facilities and local pedestrian and bicycle facilities. 


Regional Roadway Access 


Several types of roadways serve Fremont, according to the Fremont General Plan (City of Fremont, 
1991 as amended), including freeways and local arterials. Freeways (including interstate highways 
and state routes) are high-speed, high-capacity facilities with grade-separated intersections that are 
intended to meet the need for longer trips. Freeways are under Caltrans jurisdiction. Arterials are 
high-capacity local facilities that meet demand for longer, through trips in the community. Arterials 
have controlled access, can be divided, and typically have two to three lanes in each direction. The 
other types of streets in the city are parkways, collectors, and local roadways. 


The regional roads in the vicinity of the study area are I-880, I-680, Mission Boulevard (includes 
SR 262 and SR 238), Stevenson Boulevard, Auto Mall Parkway/Durham Road, Fremont Boulevard, 
Grimmer Boulevard, and Warm Springs Boulevard/Washington Boulevard/Osgood Road. These 
roads are described below and shown in Figure 4.2-1. Table 4.2-1 and Figure 4.2-2 summarize the 
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traffic volumes of the roadways. Use of these regional roadways for access to the proposed BART 
stations is discussed below under WSX Alternative Conditions. 


Interstate Highways 


1-880 runs generally north-south (northwest—southeast) through the East Bay just west of the study 
area. On a regional level, the interstate passes through Fremont as it runs between San Jose and 
Oakland. The segment of I-880 closest to the study area is an eight-lane facility, including one lane 
in each direction designated as a high-occupancy-vehicle (HOV) lane during peak periods. 


1-680 runs north-south, then east-west, east of the study area. On a regional level, the interstate 
passes through Fremont as it runs between San Jose and eastern Alameda and Contra Costa Counties 
(eventually to Fairfield). The segment of I-680 in the study area vicinity is a six-lane facility. Along 
this corridor, Caltrans has installed an HOV lane in the southbound direction between the SR 237 and 
SR 84 interchanges with I-680. An auxiliary lane in the southbound direction between the Auto Mall 
Parkway and SR 262 interchanges with I-680 was completed in 2001. There are plans to build a 
northbound HOV lane when funding becomes available. 


State Routes 


Mission Boulevard (includes SR 238 and SR 262) is a four-lane facility in southern and eastern 
parts of the study area. Mission Boulevard runs east from its interchange with I-880, intersects with 
1-680, then gradually turns northward intersecting with another portion of I-680 and continuing to the 
north. Two parts of Mission Boulevard are designated as state routes: SR 262 between I-880 and the 
southern intersection with I-680, and SR 238 north of the northern intersection with I-680. (To 
minimize confusion, these segments are referenced by their state route designations in this chapter.) 


Arterials 


Stevenson Boulevard runs generally east-west just north of the optional Irvington Station. 
Stevenson Boulevard and Blacow Road would provide access to I-880 from the optional Irvington 
Station area. Stevenson Boulevard is generally a four-lane arterial. It becomes six lanes immediately 
west of the Civic Center Drive intersection, but narrows back to four lanes immediately east of the 
Fremont Boulevard intersection. There is an interchange where Stevenson Boulevard intersects 
1-880. 


Auto Mall Parkway/Durham Road runs east-west through Fremont between Mission Boulevard 
and the Tri-Cities Landfill. It is a major, four- to six-lane arterial with interchanges at I-880 and 
1-680. Auto Mall Parkway was formerly known as Durham Road west of I-680; Durham Road is 
still the roadway designation east of I-680. 


Fremont Boulevard extends from the southern part of Fremont, where there is an interchange with 
I-880, to a second interchange with I-880 in the northern part of Fremont. Fremont Boulevard is a 
primary north-south circulation route in Fremont. Currently, the roadway alternates between four 
and six lanes throughout the vicinity of the study area. 
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Figure 4.2-1 
Regional Roads 
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J Figure 4.2-2 
Average Daily Traffic Volumes (2000) 
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Table 4.2-1. 2000 Traffic Volumes in Fremont 


Section 4.2. Transportation 


Segment 2000 Average Daily 
Street From To Traffic Volume 
1-880 SR 262/Mission Boulevard Auto Mall Parkway 161,000 
Auto Mall Parkway Stevenson Boulevard 170,000 
Stevenson Boulevard Mowry Avenue 173,000 
1-680 SR 262/Mission Boulevard Durham Road 147,000 
Durham Road Washington Street 136,000 
Washington Street Mission Boulevard/SR 238 131,000 
Auto Mall Parkway 1-680 Osgood Road 47,800 
Osgood Road Grimmer Boulevard 37,000 
Grimmer Boulevard 1-880 55,900 
Blacow Road Fremont Boulevard Grimmer Boulevard 16,600 
Grimmer Boulevard Stevenson Boulevard 24,800 
North of Stevenson Boulevard 23,300 
Durham Road Mission Boulevard Paseo Padre Parkway 4,600 
Paseo Padre Parkway 1-680 9,400 
Fremont Boulevard W. Warren Avenue Lakeview Boulevard 15,000 
1-880 W. Warren Avenue 22,300 
Grimmer Boulevard 1-880 30,100 
Auto Mall Parkway Grimmer Boulevard 14,600 
Blacow Road Auto Mall Parkway 32,100 
Washington Boulevard Blacow Road 20,100 
Grimmer Boulevard Washington Boulevard 32,800 
Stevenson Boulevard Grimmer Boulevard 36,400 
Grimmer Boulevard Auto Mall Parkway Blacow Road 21,200 
Blacow Road Fremont Boulevard 19,200 
Fremont Boulevard Paseo Padre Parkway 12,500 
Mission Boulevard 1-880 Warm Springs Boulevard 68,100 
Warm Springs Boulevard 1-680 63,900 
1-680 Paseo Padre Parkway 29,700 
Grimmer Boulevard Paseo Padre Parkway 26,400 
Durham Road Grimmer Boulevard 20,500 
Washington Boulevard Durham Road 26,400 
1-680 Washington Boulevard 20,400 
Driscoll Road 1-680 36,200 
Stevenson Boulevard Driscoll Road 35,100 
Walnut Avenue Stevenson Boulevard 33,000 
Mowry Avenue Walnut Avenue 30,800 
Osgood Road Auto Mall Parkway Grimmer Boulevard 17,600 
Washington Boulevard Auto Mall Parkway 15,200 
South Grimmer Boulevard Mission Boulevard Paseo Padre Parkway 3,400 
Paseo Padre Parkway Warm Springs Boulevard 7,000 
Warm Springs Boulevard Fremont Boulevard 22,100 
Fremont Boulevard Auto Mall Parkway 22,600 
Stevenson Boulevard Paseo Padre Parkway Fremont Boulevard 27,900 
Fremont Boulevard Blacow Road 40,300 
Blacow Road 1-880 62,700 
Warm Springs Boulevard Grimmer Boulevard Mission Boulevard 24,100 
Washington Boulevard Mission Boulevard Paseo Padre Parkway 12,700 
Paseo Padre Parkway 1-680 16,300 
1-680 Osgood Road 23,000 
Osgood Road Fremont Boulevard 31,400 
Source: City of Fremont 2000 
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Grimmer Boulevard is a four-lane arterial. It begins at Paseo Padre Parkway and extends south past 
Auto Mall Parkway where it curves east past Fremont Boulevard and I-680 to end at Mission 
Boulevard. There is no access to I-680 from Grimmer Boulevard. 


Warm Springs Boulevard/Osgood Road is a two-lane road that runs north-south from the City of 
Milpitas to Washington Boulevard in Fremont. Osgood Road extends from Washington Boulevard 
to Grimmer Boulevard. Warm Springs Boulevard extends south from Grimmer Boulevard to the 
City of Milpitas where it turns into Milpitas Boulevard. 


Washington Boulevard extends from Fremont Boulevard to Mission Boulevard. It provides access 
from I-680 to the proposed optional Irvington Station. Washington Boulevard is currently four lanes. 


Driscoll Road is a four-lane road that runs generally east-west (northeast—southwest) from SR 238 
to Washington Boulevard. At Washington Boulevard, Driscoll Road becomes Osgood Road. 


Traffic Conditions 


The level of traffic congestion on roadways and at intersections is generally expressed in terms of 
volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio and level of service (LOS). The methods for measuring V/C ratios 
and the LOS assigned to particular V/C ratios are typically based on Transportation Research Board 
Circular 212 (1980), a nationally recognized methodology for analyzing LOS. 


For the WSX Alternative, LOS calculations were made using Fremont’s adopted methodology, a 
variant of the Circular 212 methodology. The V/C ratio represents the ratio of traffic using a given 
intersection to the overall carrying capacity of that intersection (hence, a V/C ratio of 1.00 indicates 
that the intersection is at its maximum carrying capacity). LOS is indicated by a letter grade of A-F, 
which is assigned based on the V/C ratio. Table 4.2-2 shows the correlation between the V/C ratio 
and LOS under the Circular 212 methodology, and presents a general description of each LOS letter 
grade. Fremont’s adopted methodology represents an increase in lane capacity per local conditions. 


Table 4.2-2. Signalized Intersections Level of Service Criteria 


Level of 

Service VIC Ratio Description 

A 0.00-0.60 Free Flow/Insignificant Delays: No approach phase is fully utilized by traffic 
and no vehicle waits longer than one red indication. 

B 0.61-0.70 Stable Operation/Minimal Delays: An occasional approach phase is fully 
utilized. Many drivers begin to feel somewhat restricted within platoons of 
vehicles. 

C 0.71-0.80 Stable Operation/Acceptable Delays: Major approach phases fully utilized. 
Most drivers feel somewhat restricted. 

D 0.81-0.90 Approaching Unstable/Tolerable Delays: Drivers may have to wait through 
more than one red indication. Queues may develop but dissipate rapidly, 
without excessive delays. 

E 0.91-1.00 Unstable Operation/Significant Delays: Volumes at or near capacity. 
Vehicles may wait through several signal cycles. Long queues form upstream 
of intersection. 

F > 1.00 Forced Flow/Excessive Delays: Represents jammed conditions. Intersection 
operates below capacity with low volumes. Queues may block upstream 
intersections. 


Source: Transportation Research Board 1980 
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For the intersections in the project study area, LOS calculations were made for the weekday morning 
(a.m.) and afternoon (p.m.) peak hours. The a.m. peak hour represents the 1-hour period with the 
highest traffic volumes between 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 a.m. The p.m. peak hour is the 1-hour period 
with the highest traffic volumes between 4:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m. 


Intersection Operations 


The intersections that affect access to either the Warm Springs or optional Irvington Station areas 
were analyzed for this EIS. The intersections are discussed below under their respective station 
areas. While the intersections are discussed under the two station study areas for description 
purposes, all intersections have been analyzed for the WSX Alternative (both with and without the 
optional Irvington Station), because any of the study intersections may potentially be affected under 
each scenario. 


The locations of the intersections are shown in Figure 4.2-3. The numbers attached to each 
intersection correspond directly to the numbers on each figure. In addition, these numbers are used 
throughout the impacts and mitigation section for ease of reference. 


The existing intersection lane configurations are shown in Figure 4.2-4. The existing turning- 
movement volumes are shown in Figure 4.2-5. The existing turning-movement volumes were used 
to calculate the existing LOS at these intersections. 


Warm Springs Station Area 


The intersections analyzed respective of the Warm Springs Station are listed below and shown in 
Figure 4.2-4. Two of the intersections presented in this list, numbers 11 and 12, will only be 
analyzed under WSX Alternative conditions because they would exist only under future conditions if 
the WSX Alternative were implemented. 


1. Osgood Road/Durham Road-Auto Mall Parkway. 
I-680 southbound ramps/Durham Road-Auto Mall Parkway. 
1-680 northbound ramps/Durham Road-Auto Mall Parkway. 


Osgood Road/Warm Springs Boulevard-South Grimmer Boulevard. 


2 

3 

4 

5. Fremont Boulevard/South Grimmer Boulevard. 

6. Fremont Boulevard/I-880 northbound ramps. 

7. Fremont Boulevard/I-880 southbound on-ramp/Cushing Parkway. 
8. Fremont Boulevard/I-880 southbound off-ramps. 

9. Warm Springs Boulevard/SR 262 (Mission Boulevard). 

10. Mojave Drive/SR 262 (Mission Boulevard). 


11. Warm Springs Boulevard/proposed Warm Springs Station north driveway (project 
conditions only). 
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12. Warm Springs Boulevard/proposed Warm Springs Station south driveway (project 
conditions only). 


Table 4.2-3 lists the existing LOS for each intersection in the proposed Warm Springs Station area. 
Four intersections have a V/C ratio greater than 0.85 (the Fremont target), and one has a V/C ratio of 
0.85. There are no intersections in the proposed Warm Springs Station area that currently operate at 
LOS E or F. 


Table 4.2-3. Results of the Level of Service Analysis: Existing Conditions — Warm Springs 
Station Area 


a.m. Peak Hour p.m. Peak Hour 


Intersection* Los’ vic’ LOS” vwics 
1. Osgood Road/Durham Road/Auto Mall Parkway* D 0.84 D 0.87 
2. 1-680 SB Ramps/Durham Road/Auto Mall Parkway* D 0.88 C 0.75 
3. 1-680 NB Ramps/Durham Road/Auto Mall Parkway" A 0.54 A 0.39 
4. Osgood Road/Warm Springs Boulevard/South Grimmer Boulevard B 0.62 C 0.74 
5. Fremont Boulevard/South Grimmer Boulevard D 0.85 A 0.44 
6. Fremont Boulevard/I-880 NB Ramps A 0.57 A 0.33 
7. Fremont Boulevard/I-880 SB On Ramp/Cushing Parkway C 0.76 A 0.42 
8. Fremont Boulevard/I-880 SB Off Ramps D 0.90 A 0.39 
9. Warm Springs Boulevard/Mission Boulevard D 0.87 D 0.81 
B 0.66 D 0.81 


10. Mohave Drive/Mission Boulevard 


Notes: 


“ Numbers correspond with the numbers on the intersection diagrams. 

> LOS = Level of Service. 

© V/C = Volume-to-capacity ratio. 

* The City of Fremont’s naming convention for this intersection is Osgood Road/Auto Mall Parkway. 
The City of Fremont’s naming convention for this intersection is I-680 SB Ramps/Durham Road. 

' The City of Fremont’s naming convention for this intersection is I-680 NB Ramps/Durham Road. 


Source: DKS Associates 2002 


e 


Optional Irvington Station Area 


One intersection (Osgood Road/Blacow Road, number 17), will be analyzed under future scenarios 
only, including the No-Build Alternative. At present this intersection has very low traffic turning 
into and out of Blacow Road, and currently operates as an unsignalized intersection. The City of 
Fremont has recently completed construction of a city maintenance facility along Blacow Road in the 
immediate vicinity of this intersection. This facility will increase the turning movements turning into 
and out of Blacow Road. To ease these turning movements, the intersection is currently being 
signalized. The access intersection into the optional Irvington Station will be analyzed under project 
conditions only because the intersection does not currently exist. 


1. I-680 northbound ramps/Washington Boulevard. 
2. 1-680 southbound ramps/Washington Boulevard. 
3. Osgood Road/Driscoll Road/Washington Boulevard. 
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4. Fremont Boulevard/Washington Boulevard/Union Street/Bay Street. 
5. Osgood Road/Blacow Road (future-year analysis only). 


6. Osgood Road/proposed optional Irvington Station access road (project conditions only). 


Table 4.2-4 lists the existing LOS for each intersection in the optional Irvington Station area. Only 
the Osgood Road/Driscoll Road/Washington Boulevard intersection currently operates at a V/C ratio 
below Fremont standard of 0.85. No intersections are currently operating at LOS E or F. 


Table 4.2-4. Results of Level of Service Analysis: Existing Conditions — Optional Irvington 
Station Area 


a.m. Peak 
Hour p.m. Peak Hour 
Intersection® Los’ vic’ LOS?’ vic 
13. I-680 NB Ramps/Washington Boulevard A 0.6 A 0.56 
14. I-680 SB Ramps/Washington Boulevard A 0.41 A 0.40 
15. Osgood Road/Driscoll Road/Washington Boulevard D 0.86 C 0.72 
A 0.60 C 0.74 


16. Fremont Boulevard /Washington Boulevard/Union Street/Bay Street 


Notes: 

“ Numbers correspond with the numbers on the intersection diagrams. 
> LOS = Level of Service. 

© V/C = Volume-to-capacity ratio. 

Source: DKS Associates 2002 


Public Transit Services 


BART, AC Transit, and VTA provide public transit services (commuter rail, light rail, and bus) in 
the study area. The service area for transit routes is shown in Figure 4.2-6a. AC Transit operates in 
Alameda and Contra Costa Counties. AC Transit provides the primary local bus service to the 
Fremont BART Station; 17 bus routes serve the station. The existing AC Transit services 
surrounding both the Warm Springs and the optional Irvington Station vicinities are discussed later in 
this section. 


VTA provides both light rail and local bus services in Silicon Valley. VTA operates three express 
bus routes that connect Santa Clara County to the Fremont BART Station, only one of which 
(Route 180) operates throughout the day, 7 days per week. 


BART operates train service from the Fremont BART Station to Richmond in Contra Costa County 
and to the San Francisco International Airport and Millbrae in San Mateo County. The daily 
ridership at the Fremont BART Station is approximately 12,800. Headways' on the Daly City and 
Richmond lines are each 15 minutes on weekdays and 20 minutes after 7:15 p.m. on weekday 
evenings and weekends. Direct service to Daly City is not offered evenings and Sundays, but 
passengers can transfer to the Dublin/Pleasanton—Daly City line at the Bay Fair Station in San 
Leandro. 


' A headway is defined as the time interval between two vehicles moving in the same direction on a particular route 
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AC Transit has increased transit services in the study area in recent years. AC Transit implemented a 
major restructuring of its bus service in Fremont, Newark, and Union City based on its Fremont— 
Newark Transportation Development Plan. The plan revised existing routes and added new services 
in areas that were not previously served. 


Warm Springs Station Area 


AC Transit Routes 215 and 218 serve the area near the proposed Warm Springs Station, as shown in 
Figure 4.2-3. Route 215 serves Newpark Mall, Central Avenue, the Fremont BART Station, and the 
Warm Springs District via Mission Boulevard, Driscoll Road, and Warm Springs Boulevard. Service 
along the portion of Route 215 between the Fremont BART Station and the Warm Springs District 
on weekdays operates from 6:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. Buses operate every 30 minutes during the peak 
hours and every 60 minutes at other times. There is no weekend service. The entire route serves 
about 530 passengers per day. Route 218 serves Ohlone College and the Fremont BART Station via 
Paseo Padre Parkway, Grimmer Boulevard, and Mission Boulevard. The route operates weekdays 
every 30 minutes from 6:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.; it does not operate on the weekend. The route 
averages about 400 passengers per day. (Alameda—Contra Costa Transit District 2002.) 


Optional Irvington Station Area 


AC Transit Route 215 serves the area close to the optional Irvington Station, as shown in 

Figure 4.2-3. Route 215 serves the Fremont BART Station and the Warm Springs District via 
Mission Boulevard, Driscoll Road, and Warm Springs Boulevard. It operates on weekdays every 
30 minutes from 6:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m., and on weekends every hour from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. 
Route 210 also travels along Fremont Boulevard/Washington Boulevard between South Hayward 
BART Station and Ohlone College (located west of I-680). (Alameda—Contra Costa Transit District 
2002.) 


Parking 


There are currently 2,030 spaces available at the Fremont BART station for BART patrons. This 
parking area is often filled to capacity. There are approximately 30 spaces available for the Hertz 
BART car-sharing program, nearly 20 spaces available for disabled person parking, more than 

60 spaces available for designated carpool vehicles, and nearly 50 spaces available for parking after 
10:00 a.m. There are currently 92 spaces set aside for monthly permits at the Fremont BART 
Station, at a price of $63.00 per space per month. 


There is no parking allowed on any of the roads surrounding the proposed Warm Springs Station site. 
Close to the optional Irvington Station site, parking is not allowed on Washington Boulevard in the 
vicinity of the station. Parking is allowed on the southern leg of Osgood Road near the optional 
Irvington Station. This parking is unrestricted at present. There is no off-street parking in the station 
study areas. 


Pedestrian Facilities 


In general, the access roads leading to the proposed Warm Springs Station site are not pedestrian 
oriented. Due to the mixed industrial-commercial nature of the area and the fact that the proposed 
station site and adjacent parcels are undeveloped, not all streets in the station area have sidewalks, 
and there are no sidewalks adjacent to the proposed station site itself. Streets in the project vicinity 
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that do have sidewalks include the north side of South Grimmer Boulevard, and portions of Warm 
Springs Boulevard south of the station site. 


The optional Irvington Station area is generally not pedestrian oriented. There are sidewalks on 
Washington Boulevard and Fremont Boulevard in the vicinity of the proposed optional station. (The 
Fremont grade separations project will provide grade-separated pedestrian crossings when it is 
complete.) Currently there is a sidewalk on the west side of Osgood Road in the vicinity of the 
station site, but not on the east side, which is undeveloped. 


Bicycle Facilities 


The primary goal of the City of Fremont’s bicycle and pedestrian program is to provide bicyclists 
and pedestrians with safe and accessible routes to all destinations within the city and outside the city, 
which are served by public roads, trails, transit and rail (City of Fremont 2004a). According to the 
2002 City of Fremont Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, the proposed Warm Springs Station area contains 
the following bicycle facilities. Class II Bikeways’ are present on Auto Mall Parkway between I-880 
and Mission Boulevard, South Grimmer Boulevard between Fremont Boulevard and Mission 
Boulevard, and Fremont Boulevard between Blacow Road and I-880. Class III Bikeways are 
located on Warm Springs Boulevard from Auto Mall Parkway south past the Warm Springs Station 
site and terminate north of Mission Boulevard (see Figure 4.2-6b) . 


According to the 2002 City of Fremont Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, the optional Irvington Station 
area contains several bicycle facilities. There are Class II Bikeways on Driscoll Road between 
Washington Boulevard and Mission Boulevard, and on Paseo Padre Parkway west of Driscoll Road. 
There are Class III Bikeways on Fremont Boulevard between Grimmer Boulevard and Washington 
Boulevard, and on Washington Boulevard between Mission Boulevard and I-680. There are frontage 
road facilities (roads running parallel to the main thoroughfare and separated by a median) on 
Fremont Boulevard between Walnut Avenue and Grimmer Boulevard, and on Blacow Road west of 
Grimmer Boulevard. The Alameda Countywide Bicycle Plan illustrates existing and proposed 
bicycle facilities in Alameda County (Alameda County 2001). 


4.2.3 Description of Analysis Scenarios 
4.2.3.1 List of Scenarios 


This section describes the transportation elements of WSX Alternative and No-Build Alternative 
scenarios, as well as anticipated future transit services in the study area. The following scenarios are 
addressed in the impact analysis. 


= No-Build Alternative (2010 and 2025). 


* Class II Bikeways are defined by Caltrans as bicycle lanes that are separated from traffic lanes by use of a painted 
stripe on the pavement and are designated as bike lanes by the use of white Bike Lane, End, and Begin “guide” 
signs. (California Codes, Streets and Highway Code Section 890.4.) Internet access on 11/14/04. Also, MUTCD 
2003 California Supplement. Part 9 Traffic Controls for Bicycle Facilities. California Department of 
Transportation. May 20, 2004. Internet access on 11/14/04. 

* Class III Bikeways are defined by Caltrans as bicycle routes that are not separated from traffic lanes but are 
designated by the use of green Bike Route, End, and Begin “guide” signs. (see previous citation) 
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m WSX Alternative (2010 and 2025). 
m WSX Alternative with optional Irvington Station (2010 and 2025). 


WSX Alternative plus Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Project (SVRTC) (2025). 
WSX Alternative with optional Irvington Station plus SVRTC (2025). 


The last two scenarios, which predict the conditions anticipated if both the WSX Alternative and the 
BART alternative for VTA’s proposed SVRTC project are adopted and constructed, were modeled 
for purposes of analyzing potential cumulative impacts of the two projects under these scenarios. 
Those scenarios are discussed in detail in Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Cumulative Effects, of this 
document. 


4.2.3.2 Scenario Descriptions 
No-Build Conditions 


Existing traffic conditions in the study area are described above, but other projects and modifications 
to the roadway network will be in place before the WSX Alternative is implemented, and further 
regional growth is anticipated during that period. Accordingly, the WSX Alternative’s impacts 
would not be accurately represented by comparison with currently existing conditions. Instead, in 
accordance with professional standards for traffic impact analysis, the WSX Alternative’ s impacts 
are compared to projected future conditions if the WSX Alternative is not built (i.e., No-Build 
conditions). For purposes of this comparison, No-Build conditions were examined for two future 
time periods, known as “horizon years.” The two horizon years selected for this analysis are 2010, 
when the WSX Alternative would be operational, and 2025, when SVRTC would be operational if it 
is adopted. No-Build conditions for 2010 and 2025 are described below. 


2010 No-Build Conditions 


For use in future travel activity, the City of Fremont staff provided information regarding all 
approved and proposed projects within the study area. Only those projects that would affect at least 
one study intersection (Figures 4.2-4 and 4.2-7) were included in the analysis. Trips generated by 
these projects were assigned to the street network along the most reasonable paths based on the 
existing intersection locations. 


There are several proposed network modification projects within the transportation study area; some 
are roadway changes, including widening, while others are changes to the intersection geometry. 
The following list outlines the projects within the transportation study area that are included in the 
City of Fremont’s Impact Fee Program and are expected to be completed by 2010 (City of Fremont 
2002). 


= Roadway projects: 


Q Cushing Parkway: connection between Catellus Development to Fremont Boulevard. 


Q Fremont Boulevard (Washington Boulevard to Blacow Road): curb and gutter 
improvements, sidewalk construction. 
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Q Osgood Road: widening to two lanes in each direction between Washington Boulevard and 
South Grimmer Boulevard, along with new curb, gutter, and sidewalk construction. 
m Intersection projects: 
Q Osgood Road and Washington Boulevard: signal modification. 
Q Osgood Road and Auto Mall Parkway: signal modification. 


Q Fremont Boulevard and Grimmer Boulevard: signal modification. 


Q Osgood Road and Blacow Road: new signal. 


In addition, regionally funded roadway projects were identified based on discussions between the 
Alameda County Congestion Management Agency (ACCMA) and the City of Fremont. ACCMA 
has included the following list of roadway projects in its travel forecasting model. 


= Widen Washington Boulevard from two lanes to four lanes between Driscoll Road/Osgood Road 
and I-680 interchange. 


= Widen Auto Mall Parkway from four lanes to six lanes between Osgood Road and I-680 
interchange. 


= Widen Grimmer Boulevard from two lanes to four lanes between Warm Springs Boulevard and 
1-680 overpass. 


= Widen Warm Springs Boulevard from two lanes to four lanes between Grimmer Boulevard and 
Mission Boulevard. 


Extend Auto Mall Circle south of Boyce Road (four lanes) to join Cushing Parkway. 


Widen Cushing Parkway from four lanes to six lanes between Northport Loop West and Fremont 
Boulevard. 


The City of Fremont has also implemented a program to eliminate existing at-grade railroad 
crossings (the City of Fremont’s grade separations project). The following information is based on 
information from CCS Planning and Engineering (2002). One of the proposed grade separations will 
affect the intersection of Washington Boulevard/Driscoll Road/Osgood Road. Associated geometric 
changes at this intersection are listed below. 


m Eastbound movement (from Fremont Boulevard to I-680): one left-turn lane, three through lanes, 
and one dedicated right-turn lane will be provided; a merge will be required on the eastern side of 
the intersection. 


= Northbound movement (from Osgood Road to Driscoll Road): two left-turn lanes, two through 
lanes, and one right-turn lane will be provided. 

= Southbound movement (from Driscoll Road to Osgood Road): two left-turn lanes, two through 
lanes, and one right-turn lane will be provided. 


In addition, a new traffic signal is proposed as part of the grade separations project for the 
Washington Boulevard/Meredith Avenue intersection (east of the Washington Boulevard/Driscoll 
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Road/Osgood Road intersection). Osgood Road would be widened south of Washington Boulevard 
before the construction of the grade separations project. Washington Boulevard, beginning west of 
the Driscoll Road/Osgood Road intersection, would also be widened to four lanes (two in each 
direction) to the I-680 southbound and northbound on- and off-ramps. 


2025 No-Build Conditions 


To generate travel forecast model results for 2025 No-Build conditions, discussions were held with 
the City of Fremont, ACCMA, and MTC to establish the transportation network. The road projects 
assumed to be completed by 2025 in the VTA-modified MTC model are listed below. 


m Grade separation of Paseo Padre Parkway and the existing UP railroad lines. 

m= Grade separation of Washington Boulevard and the existing UP railroad lines. 

m Widening of Cushing Parkway between North Loop Road and Fremont Boulevard. 

m Widening of Driscoll Road between Mission Boulevard and Chilton Avenue. 

= Widening of Durham Road between Osgood Road and I-680. 

= Widening of Mowry Avenue between I-880 and Blacow Road. 

m Widening of Paseo Padre Parkway between Driscoll Road and Mowry Avenue. 

= Widening of South Grimmer Boulevard between Warm Springs Boulevard and Old Warm 


Springs Boulevard. 
= Widening of Washington Boulevard between I-680 and Mission Boulevard. 


WSX Alternative Conditions 


This section identifies the specific transportation-related elements that would be constructed at the 
proposed Warm Springs Station and at the optional Irvington Station if the WSX Alternative were 
implemented. 


Warm Springs Station 
Roadway Access 


The proposed Warm Springs Station would be located on the southwest corner at the intersection of 
South Grimmer Boulevard and Warm Springs Boulevard. Direct access to the project site would be 
provided along Warm Springs Boulevard via two signalized intersections and one right-in, right-out 
driveway. A secondary access point would be provided via a proposed extension of Warm Springs 
Court. 


From I-880, it is expected that regional traffic would access the station via the Fremont Boulevard 
interchange, then South Grimmer Boulevard (from the west) and then access the station from Warm 
Springs Boulevard. Between I-880 and the station, Fremont Boulevard and South Grimmer 
Boulevard are both four-lane facilities. East of Warm Springs Boulevard (the east edge of the 
station), South Grimmer Boulevard is a two-lane facility. Traffic from I-880 could also use the 

SR 262 (Mission Boulevard) interchange, then Warm Springs Boulevard to access the station (from 
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the south). At the SR 262/Warm Springs Boulevard intersection, SR 262 is six lanes and is heavily 
congested during both the a.m. and p.m. peak periods. 


From I-680, access to the station would be from the interchange with Auto Mall Parkway/Durham 
Road (from the north) or the interchange with SR 262/Mission Boulevard (from the south). Traffic 
using the Auto Mall Parkway/Durham Road interchange would use Osgood Road/Warm Springs 
Boulevard to access the station directly. Warm Springs Boulevard currently has two lanes, but the 
City of Fremont plans to widen it to four lanes. 


A third access route to the proposed Warm Springs Station would be via Mission Boulevard and 
Paseo Padre Parkway. Paseo Padre Parkway is a two-lane residential street between Grimmer 
Boulevard and Mission Boulevard. 


Parking Conditions 


On-site parking would consist of daily parking (available for up to 24 hours), midday parking (free 
spaces for customers who arrive at stations after 10:00 a.m.), carpool (each car must have at least two 
passengers when parking), and disabled parking (which would be located adjacent to the station’s 
east entry pavilion and concourse), with BART staff parking integrated near the station. A total of 
2,040 spaces would be provided. Areas for patron pick up and drop off by private automobile would 
also be provided. 


Bicycle Facilities 


The proposed Warm Springs Station would include bicycle parking facilities adjacent to the station’s 
conceptual entry pavilion on the north and south sides of the station. Bicycle lanes would be 
provided along all major driveways connecting with city streets and leading to the main station 
entrance. The City of Fremont has plans to expand bicycle facilities along Osgood Road/Warm 
Springs Boulevard to include bicycle lanes in each direction under the city’s Capital Improvement 
Program. The city’s plans for bicycle facilities will be taken into account in the provision of bicycle 
access facilities during the station design process. 


Pedestrian Circulation 


Major streets providing access to the proposed station would be designed for safe and convenient 
pedestrian access and would include sidewalks, landscape buffers, and enhanced crosswalks at 
signalized intersections. Within the proposed station site, special crosswalks would accommodate 
pedestrian movements and connect patron parking areas with the main station entry point provided as 
part of the WSX Alternative. Pedestrian facilities that would be provided throughout the station 
include benches, stairs, escalators and waiting areas. Lighting plans would focus special illumination 
on these walkway and waiting areas. Pedestrian access to the Warm Springs Station would be 
available from Warm Springs Boulevard and Warm Springs Court. Any city plans affecting 
pedestrian amenities in the vicinity of the Warm Springs Station will be taken into account in the 
provision of pedestrian access facilities during the station design process. Station design will provide 
access according to the most current version of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
requirements. BART coordinates with a disability task force that provides design guidance on 
making BART facilities more accessible for the disabled community. 


Public Bus Transit Service 


Future additional bus transit service is proposed to and from the proposed Warm Springs Station, 
when the two existing bus operators would restructure their routes to serve the proposed Warm 
Springs Station. No change to bus schedules or to bus fares is anticipated. Based on conceptual 
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plans, it is anticipated that seven bus layover bays would be provided within the station area. It is 
also anticipated that buses would access the station to and from the Warm Springs Boulevard/south 
driveway intersection with secondary access from the extended Warm Springs Court entrance. 


Paratransit and Shuttle Service 


Paratransit and shuttle services currently operate at the Fremont BART station. It is standard 
professional practice in transportation modeling to assume that these services would be provided by 
private companies and local employment centers at a new station. The paratransit and shuttle service 
stop would be located directly adjacent to the elevators at the main station entry based on conceptual 
plans for the Warm Springs Station. 


Paratransit services are those services provided to people with disabilities who are unable to use 
fixed-route transit service. These services often require the patron to call ahead of time and will 
result in the patron being picked up at the door (for example at home) and then dropped off at the 
door at the other end of the trip (for example the doctor). 


Shuttle services are those services that normally operate on a fixed route between two destinations 
with no intermediate stops along the route. The most common shuttles are employee-based shuttles 
that serve one employment center and the local transit center or station. Shuttles connecting with 
major employment centers include those proposed by Pacific Commons and the potential employee 
shuttle service for NUMMI. Other potential shuttles may serve educational facilities, hotels, and 
visitor centers in the vicinity. 


Taxi Service 


Similar to the provision of shuttle and paratransit services, taxis are currently provided by local taxi 
companies at the Fremont BART station. It is standard professional practice in transportation 
modeling to assume similar services would be provided at any new station. Taxi service would be 
provided by local taxi companies to and from the proposed Warm Springs Station. Based on 
conceptual plans for this station taxis would access the station from the Warm Springs 
Boulevard/south driveway intersection, Warm Springs Court and the right-in, right-out driveway 
only. Taxis would drop-off and pick-up passengers via a one-way designated road near the kiss-and- 
ride area. It is anticipated that taxis would exit at the north driveway with access to Warm Springs 
Court and Warm Springs Boulevard. 


Kiss-and-Ride 


Based on conceptual plans kiss-and-ride traffic would access the proposed Warm Springs Station 
from Warm Springs Boulevard/north driveway intersection, Warm Springs Boulevard/south 
driveway intersection, Warm Springs Court and the right-in, right-out driveway. It is anticipated that 
the kiss-and-ride area would be adjacent to the east entry pavilion. 


Emergency and Maintenance Vehicle Access 


Emergency and maintenance vehicles would have access to the proposed Warm Springs Station from 
Warm Springs Boulevard/north driveway intersection, Warm Springs Boulevard/south driveway 
intersection, Warm Springs Court and the right-in, right-out driveway. Emergency and maintenance 
vehicles would have their designated parking area directly adjacent to the platform and under the 
elevated pedestrian walkway according to conceptual plans for this station. 
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Optional Irvington Station 

Roadway Access 

The proposed optional Irvington Station would be located near the southwest corner of the 
intersection of Washington Boulevard and Driscoll Road/Osgood Road. Direct vehicular access to 
the station and parking areas would be along Osgood Road via one signalized intersection, a right-in, 
right-out driveway located on the east side of Osgood Road, and a one-way driveway on the west 
side of Osgood Road. Secondary access would be provided from Main Street, west of Driscoll Road 
under Washington Boulevard. Osgood Road is currently two lanes, but the City of Fremont has a 
capital improvement project to widen Osgood to four lanes prior to the BART station being built. 


Many routes could be used to access the optional Irvington Station. Regional traffic could use either 
I-880 or I-680, then access the station via one of the interchanges listed below. Access from I-880 
would be via Stevenson Boulevard, Auto Mall Parkway, or Fremont Boulevard from the south. 
Traffic from I-880 via the Stevenson Boulevard interchange would access the optional Irvington 
Station from Fremont Boulevard and then Olive Avenue. From Auto Mall Parkway, vehicles would 
access the site via Fremont Boulevard and then Olive Avenue or via Osgood Road. Vehicles 
traveling to or from the Fremont Boulevard interchange would access the optional Irvington Station 
via Fremont Boulevard and then Olive Avenue, or Grimmer Boulevard then Osgood Road, and from 
Auto Mall Parkway via Osgood Road. Access from I-680 would be via the Washington Boulevard 
interchange east of the station. 


Local traffic from the west would use Blacow Road and Fremont Boulevard. Blacow Road is 
currently divided in two sections that do not connect: a four-lane section that terminates just west of 
the existing railroad tracks, and a two-lane section that terminates on the east side of the tracks. The 
City of Fremont currently does not plan to connect the two sections of Blacow Road across the UP 
right-of-way. 


Local traffic from the north would use Fremont Boulevard north of Washington Boulevard, then use 
Washington Boulevard to access the station or Driscoll Road. Fremont Boulevard is four lanes north 
of Washington Boulevard. Driscoll Road is also a four-lane road until it meets Osgood Road. 


Local traffic from the south would use Osgood Road or Fremont Boulevard. Fremont Boulevard is 
four lanes south of Blacow Road, and two lanes between Blacow Road and Washington Boulevard. 


Local traffic from the east would use Washington Boulevard. Washington Boulevard has one lane in 
each direction east of Driscoll Road/Osgood Road then widens to two lanes in each direction at the 
I-680 interchange. The City of Fremont plans to widen all of Washington Boulevard to four lanes 
from Fremont Boulevard to Mission Boulevard. 


Parking Conditions 


There are no off-street parking facilities in the area that would be affected by construction of the 
station. On-site parking would consist of station parking (available for up to 24 hours), midday 
parking (free spaces for customers who arrive at stations after 10 a.m.), disabled parking (located 
near the west walkway entrance, south of Osgood Road via the Main Street connection), and official 
BART parking. A total of 960 spaces would be provided. 


Bicycle Facilities 


The optional Irvington Station would include bicycle lockers on both the east and west side of the 
station. Bicycle lanes within the BART station site would connect with street access routes to the 
station and would link to station entry points, bike locker, and other bike parking. The city’s plans 
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for bicycle facilities will be taken into account in the provision of bicycle access facilities during the 
station design process. 


Pedestrian Circulation 


Pedestrian walkways and enhanced crosswalks would be incorporated into main streets with entry to 
the BART station and adjacent parking areas. A signalized intersection would be provided at the 
Osgood Road-Driscoll Road/Washington Boulevard intersection as part of the WSX Alternative with 
Optional Irvington Station. Pedestrian access to the station concourse would be accommodated by an 
elevated pedestrian walkway with access to and from the east and west sides of the station. The 
proposed pedestrian walkway would cross over Osgood Road from the east side of the station and 
over the UP tracks from the west side of the optional Irvington Station. Pedestrian facilities would 
be provided throughout the station, including benches, stairs, escalators, and adequate waiting areas. 
Special pedestrian lighting along walkways and in entry plazas would be provided. Any city plans 
affecting pedestrian amenities in the vicinity of the optional Irvington Station will be taken into 
account in the provision of pedestrian access facilities during the station design process. 


Railroad Lines 


At present, UP freight-rail lines intersect Washington Boulevard at grade. These rail crossings are 
each equipped with crossing signals and automatic gates. Currently, freight-rail movements disrupt 
vehicle movements on Washington Boulevard, Driscoll Road, and Osgood Road. As part of the 
city’s grade separations project, Washington Boulevard will be raised to pass over the railroad. At 
present, the tracks are used only for freight rail. Following completion of the city’s grade separation 
project, prior to implementation of the WSX Alternative, the UP railroad alignment will be set in its 
final configuration. UP will continue to run freight trains along the western railroad alignment, while 
BART will conduct separate and independent transit operations on the eastern alignment. 


BART will not have any impacts on the UP operations. BART construction is scheduled to occur in 
coordination with relocation of the UP alignment. Construction activity will be closely coordinated 
with UPRR and the City of Fremont, so that UPRR operations will not be affected as the rail 
alignment moves from the interim to the final alignment. When BART operations begin, BART and 
UP will operate on separate tracks with no interaction. 


Public Transit Service 


AC Transit bus service is proposed to and from the optional Irvington Station. Five bus layover bays 
would be provided within the station according to conceptual plans for this station. Buses would 
access the station to and from the Osgood Road via the secondary signalized intersection on Osgood 
Road. 


Paratransit and Shuttle Service 


Paratransit and shuttle services currently operate at the Fremont BART station. It is standard 
professional practice in transportation modeling to assume that these services would be provided by 
private companies and local employment centers at a new station. The paratransit and shuttle service 
stop would be integrated with the bus intermodal accessed from Osgood Road. 


Paratransit services are those services provided to people with disabilities who are unable to use 
fixed-route transit service. These services often require the patron to call ahead of time and will 
result in the patron being picked up at the door (for example at home) and then dropped off at the 
door at the other end of the trip (for example the doctor). Station design will provide access 
according to the most current version of ADA requirements. BART coordinates with a disability 


BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 42-16 
Volume 1 : J&S 04071.04 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Section 4.2. Transportation 


task force that provides design guidance on making BART facilities more accessible for the disabled 
community. 


Shuttle services are those services that normally operate on a fixed route between two destinations 
with no intermediate stops along the route. Potential shuttles would connect with educational and 
civic centers accessible from Irvington. 


Taxi Service 


Similar to the provision of shuttle and paratransit services, taxis are currently provided by local taxi 
operators at the Fremont BART station. It is standard professional practice in transportation 
modeling to assume similar services would be provided at any new station. Taxi service would be 
provided by local taxi operators, to and from the optional Irvington Station via Osgood Road and 
Main Street. It is anticipated that taxis would drop off and pick up passengers via the right-in, right- 
out driveway northbound on Osgood Road and exit on Osgood Road. Taxis would also have a 
designated staging area on the west entrance via Main Street. 


Kiss-and-Ride 


Kiss-and-ride traffic would have access to the optional Irvington Station from the right-in, right-out 
driveway located along the east side of Osgood Road and via the one-way driveway from the west 
side of Osgood Road based on conceptual plans. A kiss-and-ride zone would also be provided on the 
west side of the station with access from Main Street. 


Emergency and Maintenance Vehicle Access 


Emergency and maintenance vehicles would have access to the proposed optional Irvington Station 
from the signalized intersection at Osgood Road and the proposed BART driveway, the two right-in 
and right-out intersections (one on both sides of Osgood Road), Roberts Avenue, and the proposed 
extension from High Street (on the other side of Washington Boulevard). The conceptual plans for 
the optional Irvington Station do not have the emergency access parking areas clearly defined, but 
they would ideally be located directly adjacent to the platforms and under the elevated pedestrian 
walkways. 


Transit Operations 


2010 Transit Services 


For purposes of modeling future transportation conditions in the study area, it was assumed, based on 
current transit services and existing transit plans, that the following transit services would be 
provided in the Fremont area in 2010. Those services that are unique to a particular scenario are also 
identified. 


m There would be two BART lines serving the existing Fremont Station under the 2010 No-Build 
condition. Combined, they would provide a headway averaging 7.5 minutes for service into 
downtown Oakland; with all-day service provided (each set of lines would operate on 15-minute 
headways). One line would provide direct service to Richmond and the other would provide 
service to San Francisco (Daly City Station). Connections would then need to be made in 
downtown San Francisco for service into San Francisco International Airport (SFO). Under the 
WSX Alternative, these lines would be extended south to the proposed Warm Springs Station 
(with or without stopping at the optional Irvington Station). 
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m= During the morning and evening peak hour, the San Francisco line would be supplemented by a 
single train operating between Fremont and the Daly City Station in San Francisco. 


m Under the No-Build condition, VTA express buses would operate from Santa Clara County to the 
Fremont BART Station using the existing route. This includes Routes 140, 180, and 520. 
Route 140 would operate during the peak periods on a 15-minute headway. Route 180 would 
operate all day, with 15-minute headways, and Route 520 would operate during the a.m. and p.m. 
peak periods with a 20-minute headway. Under either the WSX Alternative or the WSX 
Alternative with optional Irvington Station, the VTA buses would transfer operations from the 
Fremont BART Station to the Warm Springs Station. 


m AC Transit would maintain transit service along Warm Springs Boulevard. Route 215 would 
operate with 15-minute headways during the peak periods and 30-minute headways during the 
off-peak period. Route 253 would operate with 60-minute headways during the peak period. 


= A new ACE/Capitol Corridor train station would be provided at the Pacific Commons 
Development (west of I-880). 


m Union City would become an intermodal transit facility with Capitol Corridor trains and BART 
trains providing service to the station. 


Some of the other transit assumptions that have been made in the model that affect the broader Bay 
Area are listed below. 


= The BART extension to Millbrae would be open and operational with 15-minute headways 
between SFO and Millbrae, between Millbrae and Pittsburg/Bay Point (without stopping at SFO), 
and between SFO and Dublin/Pleasanton BART Stations.* 


m The Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station would have service headways of 15 minutes between 
Dublin/Pleasanton and SFO. 


m The Oakland International Airport Connector would operate between the Coliseum BART 
Station and the Oakland International Airport with 15-minute headways. 


= Caltrain would extend service to the Transbay Terminal. 
= The Caltrain Baby Bullet service would operate along the Peninsula with 60-minute headways. 


m ACE headways would be increased to 30-minute peak service inbound in the a.m. and outbound 
in the p.m. peak periods. 


= Capitol Corridor service would be increased to 60-minute headways all day in both directions. 


2025 Transit Services 


In 2025, it was assumed that only the following two changes would be made to the transit services 
described above. 


m= There would be two pairs of daily BART lines in each direction serving the existing Fremont 
Station under the 2025 No-Build condition. Combined, they would provide a headway averaging 
6 minutes for service into downtown Oakland, with all-day service provided (each set of lines 


“The BART extension to Millbrae is now open and operational. 
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would operate on 12-minute headways). One pair of lines would provide direct service to 
Richmond, and the other would provide service to San Francisco ( Daly City Station). 
Connections would then need to be made in downtown San Francisco for service into SFO. 
Under the WSX Alternative these lines would be extended south to the proposed Warm Springs 
Station (with or without stopping at the optional Irvington Station). 


= All BART lines would experience an improvement in headways from 15 minutes to 12 minutes. 
These increased headways throughout the existing BART network would be made possible 
through the implementation of Advanced Automatic Train Control (AATC). 


4.2.4 Regulatory Setting 


The following local policies and regulations pertain to traffic in the study area. 


4.2.4.1 City of Fremont 


The City of Fremont LOS policy states: 


Maintain a Level of Service “LOS D,” with a target Volume-to-Capacity ratio of 0.85 at 
major intersections, except where the achievement of such LOS can be demonstrated to 
conflict with environmental, historic or aesthetic objectives or where regional traffic is a 
significant cause of congestion or where substantial transportation improvements have been 
required and further mitigation is not feasible because of identified constraints. (City of 
Fremont General Plan 1991 as amended, Policy T 1.2.1.) 


A number of the transportation study intersections are on roads of regional significance and 
consequently regional traffic will contribute to congestion levels. These include intersections along 
Mission Boulevard and Fremont Boulevard. City of Fremont staff have concurred that, for purposes 
of this study, mitigation for the WSX Alternative’s contribution to intersection impacts would be 
considered appropriate at intersections where service is not maintained at LOS D or, when an 
intersection is already operating at LOS E or F, where the V/C ratio is substantially increased (by 
0.05 or greater). 


4.2.4.2 Alameda County Congestion Management Agency 


The Alameda County Congestion Management Agency (ACCMA) Land Use Analysis Program 
requires an LOS analysis for roadway segments within the study area if 100 p.m. peak-hour vehicle 
trips are generated by the WSX Alternative. Accordingly, roadway segments identified as being 
within the Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) have been analyzed. The MTS is a regionally 
designated system that includes the entire roadway network that is designated in the county’s 
congestion management program, together with major arterials, transit services, rail, maritime ports, 
airports, and transfer hubs that are critical to the region’s movement of people and freight. 
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4.2.5 Environmental Consequences and Mitigation 
Measures 


4.2.5.1 Methodology for Analysis of Environmental 
Consequences 


Travel Demand Model 


Traffic projections and ridership forecasts were developed for this transportation study using a travel 
demand model. A travel demand model is one of the most common methods of forecasting future 
travel demand in a given area. The model is based on input such as projections of population, 
employment, and anticipated changes to the transportation network. The transportation analysis for 
the WSX Alternative is based on a travel demand model developed by the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission (MTC) and modified by VTA (referred to as the “VTA-modified MTC 
model” in this document). Factors and assumptions used to develop the VTA-modified MTC model 
are explained in detail in the transportation technical report. 


The VTA-modified MTC model is an enhanced version of the MTC regional model. The MTC 
model, BAYCAST — 90 (BAYCAST) was used to develop the 2002 Regional Transportation Plan 
and to prepare travel forecasts for major regional corridor studies. BAYCAST has recently been re- 
calibrated to 1998 traffic counts by MTC. This model was chosen as a base to the VTA-modified 
MTC model as it encompasses all nine Bay Area counties. The regional coverage is important for 
analysis of the WSX Alternative (and cumulative analysis of the WSX Alternative plus SVRTC) 
because many of the trips are long distance, county-to-county commutes. The BAYCAST model 
includes the standard four model steps: trip generation, trip distribution, mode choice and trip 
assignment. It also includes three extra main models: workers in household, auto-ownership choice 
and time of day choice models. BAYCAST is designed as an advanced state-of-the practice trip- 
based travel forecasting system. It is designed to be tractable, sophisticated, and user friendly. 


VTA staff made a number of enhancements to the BAYCAST model. They are described below. 


= Addition of a lower-level nest to the MTC home-based work mode choice models. This was 
done to model transit submode choices (heavy rail, commuter rail, light rail, express bus and 
local buses), walk-access to transit and park-and-ride/kiss-and-ride choice for the drive to transit 
access. 


= Addition of a multinomial logit choice model to predict the auto and transit access for 
interregional commuters traveling between the Central Valley and the Bay Area. Previously, 
BAYCAST only included an estimate of interregional auto trips. 


= Addition of a number of traffic analysis zones (TAZ) within the project corridor (southern 
Alameda County and Santa Clara County). This was done to allow more detailed estimation of 
station ridership by mode of access. 


= Addition of a transit station park-and-ride constraint in the home-based work mode choice 
models. 


= Estimation of air-passenger trips to the San Jose International Airport. 
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® Recalibration and validation of the models to the base year 2000 observed travel conditions in the 
project corridor. 


4.2.5.2 Alternative-Specific Environmental Analysis 


This section presents an analysis of the traffic-related impacts of the WSX Alternative and the No- 
Build Alternative. This discussion of impacts is divided into the following categories: rail ridership, 
local bus ridership, station area entries and exits, mode of access/egress, new transit ridership, travel 
time, bicycle and pedestrian impacts, intersection operation, metropolitan roadway segments, parking 
demand, and construction-related impacts. 


Rail Ridership 


The anticipated daily ridership by segment for heavy rail is listed in Table 4.2-5 for 2010 and in 
Table 4.2-6 for 2025. These tables provide the bidirectional ridership (rounded to the nearest 
hundred) between stations in the BART network. These tables also provide the ridership at the 
county line for the ACE trains and the Capitol Corridor trains. 


Table 4.2-5. 2010 Estimated Daily Rail Ridership Summary 


2010 WSX 
2010 Alternative 
No 2010 WSX _ with Irvington 
Station A (From) Station B (To) Mode Build Alternative Station 
Union City Fremont BART 13,500 16,900 16,900 
Fremont Irvington BART N/A 11,800* 12,800 
Irvington Warm Springs BART N/A N/A 11,100 
Alameda County/Santa Clara County Line (approx) ACE 8,000 7,900 7,900 
Alameda County/Santa Clara County Line (approx) Capel 2,300 1,900 1,900 
Re siccears hence ean arg y PP Corridor ? : : 
Notes: 
* Ridership shown between Fremont and Warm Springs Stations. 
Source: DKS Associates 2002 from VTA-modified MTC Model 
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Table 4.2-6. 2025 Rail Ridership Summary 


2025 WSX with 
2025 WSX Irvington 

Station A (From) Station B (To) Mode 2025 No Build Alternative Station 
Union City Fremont BART 18,100 22,800 23,400 
Fremont Irvington BART N/A 16,300* 18,200 
Irvington Warm Springs BART N/A N/A 15,900 
Alameda County/Santa Clara County ACE 11,700 11,100 10,900 
Line (approx) 

Alameda County/Santa Clara County Capitol Corridor 2,800 2,100 2,100 


Line (approx) 
* Ridership shown between Fremont and Warm Springs Station. 


Source: DKS Associates 2002 VWTA-modified MTC Model 


In 2010, the ridership levels for the WSX Alternative between the Union City and Fremont BART 
Stations would stay constant with or without Irvington Station. With the construction of the WSX 
Alternative, there would be an increase in the overall forecasted ridership levels by approximately 
3,400 passengers along this segment, compared to the No-Build Alternative. Ridership levels on 
both the ACE trains and the Capitol Corridor would decline slightly with implementation of the 
WSX Alternative (with or without the optional Irvington Station). Although the BART system 
serves a different ridership market than the ACE and Capitol Corridor systems, the relative decline in 
ridership for ACE and Capitol Corridor could result, in part, from their relatively low frequency of 
service compared to other transit systems, such as the BART system. 


In 2025, the forecasted ridership increases by approximately 4,700 on the segment between the 
Union City and the Fremont BART Stations. With implementation of the WSX Alternative, there 
would be nearly a 30% increase in the ridership for this segment and a further 3% increase in 
ridership for the WSX Alternative with optional Irvington Station. 


Local Bus Ridership 


With implementation of the WSX Alternative (with and without the optional Irvington Station), 
ridership levels on local AC Transit bus services would decrease along the corridor between the 
Fremont BART Station and the proposed Warm Springs Station. Ridership on buses, especially the 
VTA express buses, would increase south of the proposed Warm Springs Station. It is likely that a 
number of passengers on the local bus routes would transfer to BART for their trip with 
implementation of the WSX Alternative (with or without the optional Irvington Station). 


Station Entries and Exits 


Tables 4.2-7 and 4.2-8 list the daily station entries and exits and the system boardings for both the 
existing and proposed stations in southern Alameda County for the 2010 and 2025 conditions. Both 
tables provide a comparison between the WSX Alternative and the No-Build conditions. As 
expected, there would be fewer entries and exits at the Fremont BART Station because it would no 
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longer be the terminus. Transfers that were using the Fremont Station would be relocated to either 
the Warm Springs Station or, with implementation of SVRTC, the stations in Santa Clara County. 


Table 4.2-7. Daily Station Entries and Exits — 2010? 


Entries and Exits 


WSX WSX Alternative with 
Station No Build Alternative Irvington Station 
Southern Alameda County Existing Stations 
Union City 9,200 10,300 10,400 
Fremont 13,200 9,700 8,200 
Southern Alameda County Existing Stations Subtotal 22,500 19,900 18,500 
WSX Alternative Stations 
Irvington — — 4,500 
Warm Springs — 11,600 11,000 
WSX Alternative Stations Subtotal — 11,600 15,600 
Southern Alameda County Proposed and Existing 
Stations Subtotal 22,500 31,500 34,100 
BART Systemwide Total” Entries and Exits 775,600 787,600 790,400 
387,800 393,800 395,200 


BART Systemwide Total” Boardings 


Notes: 


* Station-level and subtotal values are for station entries and exits (i.e., total persons entering and leaving station 


areas). Systemwide total boardings were calculated by dividing entries and exits by two. 


> Systemwide totals include all existing BART stations and may include WSX Alternative station(s) (depending 


on column). 


All numbers have been independently rounded to the nearest hundred; totals may not sum up to displayed value. 


Source: DKS Associates, 2002 from VTA-modified MTC model 
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Table 4.2-8. Daily Station Entries and Exits — 2025° 


WSX WSX Alternative with 
Station No Build Alternative Irvington Station 
Southern Alameda County Existing Stations 
Union City 11,400 12,100 12,500 
Fremont 17,100 12,200 10,500 
Southern Alameda County Existing Stations Subtotal 28,500 24,300 23,000 
WSX Alternative Stations 
Irvington — — 6,200 
Warm Springs — 16,300 15,700 
WSX Alternative Stations Subtotal — 16,300 21,900 
Southern Alameda County Proposed and Existing 
Stations Subtotal 28,500 40,600 44,900 
BART Systemwide Total® Entries and Exits 972,800 989,200 994,400 
BART Systemwide Total? Boardings 486,400 494,600 497,200 


Notes: 
“ Station-level and subtotal values are for station entries and exits (i.e. total persons entering and leaving station 
areas). Systemwide total boardings were calculated by dividing entries and exits by two. 


> Systemwide totals include all existing BART stations and may include WSX Alternative and proposed SVRTC 
BART stations (depending on column). 


All numbers have been independently rounded to the nearest hundred; totals may not sum up to displayed value. 


Source: DKS Associates, 2002 from VTA-modified MTC model 


Tables 4.2-7 and 4.2-8 indicate the entries and exits at selected stations for the years 2010 and 2025, 
respectively. Another important ridership result can be gained through simple division and 
subtraction. The number of new trips on BART can be estimated by dividing the BART systemwide 
total entries and exits in half. This step is necessary to convert the entries and exits into and out of 
the system into the number of trips; otherwise each trip would be counted twice. Subtracting the 
number of trips under No Build from the trips under the WSX Alternative yields the number of new 
trips on BART resulting from the WSX Alternative. For example, in 2010 the number of trips under 
No Build would be 387,800 and the number under the WSX Alternative would be 393,800. The 
number of new BART trips under the WSX Alternative would be 6,000. Doing the same calculation 
for the WSX Alternative with the optional Irvington Station in 2010 yields 7,400 new BART trips. 
In 2025 the number of new BART trips under the WSX Alternative would be 8,200 and the number 
under the WSX Alternative with the optional Irvington Station would be 10,800. 


In summary, the following observations can be made from the two previous tables. 


m= The total number of entries and exits would increase at the Union City BART Station when any 
scenario is compared to the No-Build condition (during both 2010 and 2025). 


= In 2010, the total entries and exits at the Fremont BART Station would decrease because the 
station would no longer be the terminus. When the WSX Alternative is compared to the 2010 
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No-Build condition, there would be a decrease of 3,500 entries and exits. With implementation 
of the WSX Alternative with optional Irvington Station, there would be a further 1,500 decrease 
in entries and exits (a 5,000 total difference when compared to the 2010 No-Build condition) at 
the Fremont BART Station. 


= In 2010, the total entries and exits on the WSX Alternative at the Warm Springs Station would be 
11,600. Implementing the WSX Alternative with the optional Irvington Station would add 
another 4,000 entries and exits for both stations, for a total of 15,600 in the year 2010. 


m In 2010, there would be an increase in entries and exits for all southern Alameda County stations, 
which can be attributed to the new stations in the area. Under the 2010 WSX Alternative 
condition, there would be an increase of 9,000 entries and exits when compared to the 2010 No- 
Build condition. When the WSX Alternative with optional Irvington Station condition is 
compared to the 2010 No-Build condition, there would be an increase of 11,600 entries and exits 
in the southern Alameda County BART stations. 


m In 2010, there would also be a systemwide increase in BART station entries and exits. 
Systemwide entries and exits increase by 12,000 under the WSX Alternative and 14,800 under 
the WSX Alternative with optional Irvington Station condition. 


m= At the Fremont BART Station under all 2025 conditions, station entries and exits would decrease 
when compared to the 2025 No-Build Alternative. Entries and exits would decrease by 4,900 
under the WSX Alternative, and by 6,600 under the WSX Alternative with optional Irvington 
Station condition. 


m In 2025, there would be 16,300 entries and exits at the Warm Springs Station and a further 5,600 
increase for the WSX Alternative with implementation of the optional Irvington Station. 


= Similar to the 2010 conditions, there would be increases in the entries and exits when all the 
southern Alameda County stations are combined under the 2025 conditions. There would be an 
increase of 12,100 under the WSX Alternative condition and an increase of 16,400 under the 
WSX Alternative with optional Irvington Station condition. 


m In 2025, under the WSX Alternative and the WSX Alternative with optional Irvington Station 
conditions, there would be a 16,400 and a 21,600 increase in the systemwide entries and exits. 


Mode of Access/Egress 


A mode of access analysis provides the potential demands for parking, kiss-and-ride, and pedestrian 
access facilities, and the need for transit facilities for transfers between BART and buses at each of 
the stations. Tables 4.2-9 and 4.2-10 list the mode of access/egress at each of the southern Alameda 
stations. The proposed Montague/Capitol Station (the first station south of Warm Springs) is also 
listed for the two SVRTC scenarios for comparison. 
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Table 4.2-9. 2010 Mode of Access/Egress to BART Stations 


Mode of Access/Egress 
Station PNR* KNR?~ Walk/Bike Transit XFER® Total Entries and Exits 

2010 No Build 

Union City 3,600 1,300 500 3,700 9,200 

Fremont 5,000 1,500 1,600 5,100 13,200 

Irvington 0 0 0 0 0 

Warm Springs 0 0 0 0 0 
Southern Alameda total 8,600 2,800 2,100 8,800 22,500 
2010 WSX Alternative 

Union City 4,700 1,100 600 3,900 10,300 

Fremont 3,900 800 2,200 2,800 9,700 

Irvington 0 0 0 0 0 

Warm Springs 3,000 600 1,100 6,800 11,600 
Southern Alameda total 11,600 2,500 3,900 13,500 31,500 
2010 WSX Alternative with Optional Irvington Station 

Union City 4,800 1,000 600 3,900 10,400 

Fremont 3,100 600 2,200 2,100 8,200 

Irvington 1,900 400 1,100 1,200 4,500 

Warm Springs 2,300 500 1,300 7,100 11,000 
Southern Alameda total 12,100 2,500 5,200 14,300 34,100 


Notes: 


“ PNR = Park-and-ride 

> KNR = Kiss-and-ride 

© XFER = Transfer 

All numbers have been independently rounded to the nearest hundred; totals may not sum up to displayed 
value. 


Source: DKS Associates, 2002 from VTA-modified MTC model 
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Table 4.2-10. 2025 Mode of Access/Egress to BART Stations 


Mode of Access/Egress 
Station PNR* KNR° Walk/Bike Transit XFER° Total Entries and Exits 

2025 No Build 

Union City 3,600 2,100 900 4,700 11,400 

Fremont 5,100 2,600 ‘1,800 7,500 17,100 

Irvington 0 0 0 0 0 

Warm Springs 0 0 0 0 0 
Southern Alameda total 8,700 4,700 2,700 12,200 28,500 
2025 WSX Alternative 

Union City 3,700 2,400 1,000 5,000 12,100 

Fremont 4,900 1,000 = 2,500 3,800 12,200 

Irvington 0 0 0 0 0 

Warm Springs 4,600 1,000 = 2,500 8,000 16,300 
Southern Alameda total 13,200 4,400 6,000 16,800 40,600 
2025 WSX Alternative with Optional Irvington Station 

Union City 4,600 2,000 = 1,000 5,000 12,500 

Fremont 4,100 800 =. 2,600 2,900 10,500 

Irvington 2,500 500 1,600 1,700 6,200 

Warm Springs 3,600 800 2,500 8,900 15,700 


Southern Alameda total 14,800 4,100 7,700 18,500 44,900 


Notes: 

“ PNR = Park-and-ride 

> KNR = Kiss-and-ride 

© XFER = Transfer 

All numbers have been independently rounded to the nearest hundred; totals may not sum up to displayed 
value. 


Source: DKS Associates, 2002 from VTA-modified MTC model 


The previous tables can be summarized as follows. 


m 2010 WSX Alternative and 2025 WSX Alternative — More parking would be built in the area, 
and kiss-and-ride levels would decline as a result. As the VTA express buses move from the 
Fremont BART Station to the Warm Springs Station, there would be a corresponding change in 
the transit transfers. Any loss in transfers at the Fremont BART Station would be more than 
accounted for at the Warm Springs Station. 


m 2010 WSX Alternative with optional Irvington Station and 2025 WSX Alternative with optional 
Irvington Station — For the 2010 WSX Alternative, more parking would be built in the southern 
Alameda County area, and kiss-and-ride volumes would decline. The loss in the existing 
transfers at the Fremont Station would be accounted for at Warm Springs. 
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New Transit Ridership 


An examination of changes to linked transit trips indicates the number of new patrons attracted to a 
new transit service. A linked trip consists of all modes used from the beginning of the trip to the end 
of the trip. For example a person leaves home, walks to their car, drives to the BART station, catches 
BART, and then walks from the BART station to work. As transit is involved in this example, it is 
considered a linked transit trip. Similarly, if the trip involved walking to the local bus stop, catching 
a bus, transferring onto BART at a BART station and then walking to the final destination, this 
would also be considered a linked transit trip. However, if the trip involved the person simply 
driving to work, it is still a linked trip (due to the walk connections at either end of the trip), but is 
not considered a linked transit trip. 


Table 4.2-11 lists the number of projected linked transit trips (rounded to the nearest hundred) from 
areas that would logically use the service in 2010. Table 4.2-12 lists the number of projected transit 
trips for 2025. These tables show the linked transit trips for four broad areas within the network: 
those people who stay within the Fremont/Newark/Union City area; those people traveling to Union 
City, Newark and Fremont; those people traveling from Newark, Fremont and Union City to other 
areas; and those people that travel through the Fremont/Newark/Union City area. Those people that 
travel through the area would include patrons traveling between the East Bay and Santa Clara 
County. 


Table 4.2-11. 2010 Linked Transit Trips 


WSX WSX Alternative with 
Trips No Build Alternative Irvington Station 
Intra® 9,800 10,300 10,600 
To* 7,700 8,900 9,000 
From* 21,400 23,600 24,100 
Through® 9,600 10,500 10,400 
Total WSX Alternative Corridor Transit Trips 48,600 53,300 54,200 
Change from No Build — 4,700 5,700 
Intra Santa Clara Transit Trips 214,700 216,000 216,000 


Notes: 


“Intra: Trips solely within Southern Alameda County (MTC Super District 16: Fremont, Union City and 
Newark). 


> To: Trip attractions to SD 16. 
“From: Trip productions from SD 16. 


‘ Through: Trips passing through SD 16 (e.g., Hayward to San Jose). 
All numbers have been independently rounded to the nearest hundred; totals may not sum up to displayed 
value. 


Source: DKS Associates 2002 from WT A-modified MTC model 
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Table 4.2-12. 2025 Linked Transit Trips 


WSX WSX Alternative with 
Trips: No Build Alternative Irvington Station 
Intra* 11,100 11,800 12,300 
To” 8,600 10,700 11,000 
From* 25,300 28,000 29,100 
Through® 11,800 13,300 13,400 
Total WSX Alternative Corridor Transit Trips 56,700 63,900 65,800 
Change from No Build — 7,200 9,100 
Intra Santa Clara Transit Trips 243,000 246,900 246,800 


Notes: 

“Intra: Trips solely within Southern Alameda County (MTC Super District 16: Fremont, Union City and 
Newark). 

> To: Trip attractions to SD 16. 

© From: Trip productions from SD 16. 

‘Through: Trips passing through SD 16 (e.g., Hayward to San Jose). 

All numbers have been independently rounded to the nearest hundred; totals may not sum up to displayed value. 


Source: DKS Associates, 2002 from VTA-modified MTC model 


The following information summarizes the information presented in the previous tables. 


m In 2010, with implementation of the WSX Alternative, there would be a 10% increase in transit 
riders. The largest increase for linked transit trips would be for those people that travel into the 
Fremont/Newark/Union City area from other Bay Area locations (an increase of 15% over the 
2010 No-Build condition). 


= In 2010, with implementation of the WSX Alternative with optional Irvington Station, there 
would be a 12% increase in transit riders in the WSX Alternative corridor. Similar to the 2010 
WSX Alternative, the largest increase in the linked transit trips would be in transit trips to the 
Fremont/Newark/Union City area (an increase of 17% over the 2010 No-Build condition). 


m In 2025, with implementation of the WSX Alternative, there would be an increase of 13% in 
linked transit trips. Again the largest increase would be for those transit riders coming into the 
Fremont/Newark/Union City area (a 24% increase in the linked transit riders over the 2025 No- 
Build condition). 


# In 2025, with implementation of the WSX Alternative with optional Irvington Station, there 
would be an increase of 16% in new transit riders when compared to the 2025 No-Build 
condition. The linked transit trips to the Fremont/Newark/Union City area would experience an 
increase of 28% over the 2025 No-Build condition. 


Impact TRN-1—Increase in new transit trips. 


WSX Alternative. As shown above in Tables 4.2-11 and 4.2-12, the WSX Alternative would result 
in an increase in new transit trips. Regional transit ridership, particularly for trips destined for, 
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originating in, or passing through southern Alameda County would increase. Tables 4.2-11 and 
4.2-12 indicate that transit person trips would increase by 7,200 trips in 2025 with implementation of 
the WSX Alternative compared to the No-Build Alternative. These tables indicate a shift from 
automobile to transit. As discussed in the MTS analysis below, increased transit usage would reduce 
auto congestion. In addition, as discussed in Section 4.14, Air Quality, increased transit usage would 
reduce air pollution, and, as discussed in Section 4.15, Energy, increased transit usage would also 
lower overall energy consumption. This is a beneficial effect of the WSX Alternative. 


No-Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, a smaller number of regional destinations 
would be served, and this limited accessibility would limit the growth of transit trips. Air quality 
benefits realized by the shift from automobile to transit ridership and the reduction in auto congestion 
resulting from increased accessibility would not be realized. 


Travel Time Comparison 


This section consists of sets of travel time comparisons between selected residential locations 
(northwest Milpitas, Irvington, Fremont, Union City, and Hayward) and selected Bay Area 
employment centers (downtown San Francisco; downtown San Jose, Ist Street and the Diridon 
Caltrain Depot; Lockheed Martin Corporation facilities in Sunnyvale; and the Pacific Commons 
development in Fremont). The locations have been selected as representative examples. The small 
set of times is not intended to characterize all travel patterns changed by the WSX Alternative. 
Transit riders’ destinations in the Fremont-Warm Springs area are varied, with no single area 
dominating. Transit ridership from MTC Super District 16 (Fremont-Union City and Newark) to 
other parts of the Bay Area is projected to be roughly similarly split among San Francisco, the South 
Bay (including San Mateo County), and the rest of the East Bay. Therefore, the list of travel time 
comparisons is intended to capture the essence of area-wide changes associated with the BART 
extension alternatives. 


In some cases, transit is competitive with highway times in all alternatives (for example, northwest 
Milpitas to downtown San Francisco). In other cases, transit travel times improve substantially for 
one or more of the build alternatives (for example Irvington to NUMMI). However, there is also one 
case (Milpitas to Pacific Commons) where transit is not competitive with auto travel, even with 
improved transit times, because of the need to transfer and the absence of traffic congestion for this 
specific origin—destination pair. 


Table 4.2-13 provides a comparison of a.m. peak hour travel time (in minutes) between the 2010 
conditions, and Table 4.2-14 provides a similar comparison for 2025. Auto travel times would 
remain roughly constant among the various alternatives analyzed due to the peak spreading function 
built into the VTA-modified MTC model. When demand during the peak hour exceeds capacity, the 
excess vehicles are shifted to either earlier or later than the peak hour. The shifting of trips from auto 
to transit would result in less peak spreading but would not affect auto travel times during the peak 
hour. 
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Table 4.2-13. 2010 Transit Travel Times (minutes)? 


Transit 

2010 WSX 

Alternative 

with 

2010 No 2010 WSX Irvington 

Sample Trip (Origin-Destination)° Drive Alone Carpool Build Alternative Station 
Northwest Milpitas-Northwest 
Downtown San Francisco 101 81 74 74 75 
Northwest Milpitas-Northwest 
Pacific Commons 16 23 84 65 66 
Irvington-NUMMI 11 18 37 26 18 
Irvington-Downtown San Jose 35 35 80 70 63 
Fremont-Lockheed 44 36 89 66 67 
Fremont-Pacific Commons 12 19 43 43 43 
Union City-Diridon Caltrain Depot 53 46 69 69 69 
Union City-Downtown San Jose 52 44 78 81 82 


Hayward-Lockheed 66 48 75 80 81 


Notes: 


® Travel times include all modes, including walking, driving, waiting, in-vehicle travel, and other times as 
appropriate. 


° Fremont location is approximately the Stevenson Boulevard/Paseo Padre Parkway intersection. Union City 
location is approximately the Dyer/Alvarado-Niles Parkway intersection (west of I-880). Hayward location is 
assumed to be at the city center. 


Source: DKS Associates, 2002 from VTA-modified MTC model 
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Table 4.2-14. 2025 Transit Travel Times (minutes)? 


Transit 
2025 WSX 
Alt. with 
2025 No 2025 WSX Irvington 

Sample Trip (Origin-Destination)” Drive Alone Carpool Build Alternative Station 
Northwest Milpitas-Northwest 
Downtown San Francisco 110 85 71 71 72 
Northwest Milpitas-Northwest 
Pacific Commons 20 26 86 66 67 
Irvington-NUMMI 11 18 40 25 18 
Irvington-Downtown San Jose 40 47 82 72 65 
Fremont-Lockheed 52 49 98 67 68 
Fremont-Pacific Commons 14 21 45 45 45 
Union City-Diridon Caltrain Depot 60 60 69 69 69 
Union City-Downtown San Jose 58 58 719 82 83 
Hayward-Lockheed 72 60 75 80 81 


Notes: 

* Travel times include all modes, including walking, driving, waiting, in-vehicle travel, and other times as 
appropriate. 

> Fremont location is approximately the Stevenson Boulevard/Paseo Padre Parkway intersection. Union City 
location is approximately the Dyer/Alvarado-Niles Parkway intersection (west of I-880). Hayward location is 
assumed to be at the city center. 


Source: DKS Associates, 2002 from VTA-modified MTC model 


The addition of the optional Irvington Station would add 1 minute of additional travel time on 
BART. This is seen in a number of the transit time comparisons such as Fremont to Lockheed and 
Union City to downtown San Jose. 


In a few select cases, transit travel times would increase under the WSX Alternative compared to the 
No-Build Alternative. An example of this difference is the trip from Union City to downtown San 
Jose. Under the No-Build Alternative, the traveler would use relatively infrequent Capitol Corridor 
service to travel to the Diridon Station in San Jose and transfer to bus. Under the WSX Alternative, 
the traveler would use more frequent BART service to travel to Warm Springs and transfer to bus for 
the trip to downtown San Jose, which is a few minutes longer compared to the No-Build Alternative. 


It should be noted that BART park-and-ride lots are reserved for BART patrons only. This helps 
explain some of the travel time differences between alternatives. For example, travel times from 
Irvington to downtown San Jose decrease substantially when the optional Irvington BART Station is 
added. Under the WSX Alternative, Irvington riders would drive to Fremont and ride one station to 
Warm Springs before transferring to the VTA Route 180. Consideration was given to the effect of 
sell out events at the Oakland Coliseum and how those events may affect traffic in the Warm Springs 
or Irvington station areas. However, events at the Oakland Coliseum typically attract afternoon and 
evening crowds, where the patrons would be traveling counter to the prevailing commute direction or 
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during the evening hours when traffic volumes are low. Coliseum patrons are assumed to be 
included in the traffic conditions described in this analysis. The optional Irvington Station would 
greatly increase convenience for these riders as they would have a shorter park-and-ride access time, 
and a shorter BART ride to Warm Springs. 


The other viable option would be to ride a local bus from Irvington to Warm Springs to access the 
VTA 180 to downtown San Jose (the path chosen in the No-Build Alternative). However, overall 
travel times indicate that it would be shorter to “backtrack” to Fremont BART than to use the local 
bus option. BART is much faster than local bus routes and operates much more frequently. In 
addition, the actual drive access time to the Fremont BART station is nearly equal to the actual walk 
time to the local bus stop. 


Finally, the travel time calculations do not factor in trip reliability. Highway travel times, for 
example, can vary greatly depending on weather, special events, accidents, and traffic volumes. Rail 
systems with exclusive rights-of-way can enhance transit reliability, although severe disruptions can 
occur. Ridership models typically do not capture how day-to-day trip time reliability affects mode 
choice. 


Bicycle and Pedestrian Impacts 


Bicycle and Pedestrian Impacts Related to Warm Springs Extension 


Impact TRN-2—Obstruction of existing bicycle circulation facilities in the vicinity of the 
proposed station site. 


WSX Alternative. As shown previously in Figure 3-6a, (Conceptual Site Plan, Warm Springs 
Station), the Warm Springs Station design would meet and enhance the bicycle facilities illustrated in 
the City’s Existing Bicycle Commuter Map (City of Fremont 2004b). A 6-foot Class II bicycle lane 
will be maintained along the portion of South Grimmer Road adjacent to the station, which coincides 
with the existing Class II facility. A 6-foot Class II bicycle lane would also be constructed along the 
Warm Springs Boulevard adjacent to the WSX Station; the City of Fremont’s Existing Bicycle 
Commuter Map indicates that this area does not currently include a designated, marked bicycle lane. 
In addition, the station design includes a 6-foot Class II bicycle lane along the North Access Road 
and Central Access Road. The WSX Alternative would not create any bicycle hazards or eliminate 
any access compared to existing and No-Build conditions and would result in no impact. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no obstruction of existing bicycle 
circulation facilities in the vicinity of the proposed station site. 


Impact TRN-3—Obstruction of existing pedestrian circulation facilities in the vicinity of the 
proposed station site. 


WSX Alternative. As described above under Affected Environment, the access roads to the 
proposed Warm Springs Station are generally not pedestrian-oriented. Construction of the Warm 
Springs Station would provide new sidewalks along the currently undeveloped station frontage on 
Warm Springs Boulevard, improving local pedestrian circulation and access. In addition, crosswalks 
would be provided adjacent to the station on Warm Springs Boulevard at both the north and central 
station entrances, which would have traffic signals. The WSX Alternative would not create any 
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pedestrian hazards or eliminate any access compared to existing and No-Build conditions and would 
result in no impact. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no obstruction of pedestrian 
circulation facilities in the vicinity of the proposed station site. 


Bicycle and Pedestrian Impacts Related to Optional Irvington Station 


The bicycle and pedestrian impacts related to the optional Irvington Station generally would be 
similar to those at the Warm Springs Station with the WSX Alternative. Currently, the Irvington 
Station area is not bicycle- or pedestrian-oriented. Construction of the optional Irvington Station 
would provide sidewalks on both sides of Osgood Road, a pedestrian overpass from the east side of 
Osgood road directly into the BART station, and a crosswalk at the signalized entrance to the BART 
parking area. These facilities would improve local circulation and access for bicyclists and 
pedestrians. 


Intersection Operations 


To evaluate the existing traffic conditions and provide a basis for comparison of conditions before 
and after project-generated traffic is added to the street system, the intersection LOS was evaluated at 
18 study intersections. Because construction of the optional Irvington Station would redistribute 
trips that would have gone to either the Fremont or Warm Springs Station, all of the study 
intersections were evaluated both with and without the optional Irvington Station. Consideration was 
given to the effect of sellout events at the Oakland Coliseum and how those events may affect traffic 
in the Warm Springs or Irvington station areas. However, events at the Oakland Coliseum typically 
attract afternoon and evening crowds, where the patrons would be traveling counter to the prevailing 
commute direction or during the evening hours when traffic volumes are low. Oakland Coliseum 
patrons are assumed to be included in the traffic conditions described in this analysis. Figures 4.2-8 
to 4.2-15 illustrate the turning movements for each study intersection under each scenario. 


The intersections and their corresponding levels of service are presented in Table 4.2-15 for the year 
2010 and Table 4.2-16 for the year 2025. 
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Section 4.2. Transportation 


Intersection Impacts Related to Warm Springs Extension 
Operational Impacts and Mitigation Measures, 2010 


Impact TRN-4—2010 change in V/C and LOS at the intersection of Osgood Road/Durham 
Road/Auto Mall Parkway. 


WSX Alternative. Under 2010 WSX Alternative conditions, the intersection of Osgood 
Road/Durham Road/Auto Mall Parkway would operate at a V/C ratio of 0.90 and LOS D in the a.m. 
peak hour, and at a V/C ratio of 1.06 and LOS F in the p.m. peak hour. Adding capacity to this 
intersection would require right-of-way acquisition and relocation of utilities. Signal timing and 
phasing changes would not reduce the V/C ratio enough to achieve an acceptable LOS. The 
intersection would require additional widening on both Auto Mall Parkway and Osgood Road, which 
would entail removal of sidewalks on the south side of Auto Mall Parkway and property takes from 
existing businesses. Widening Auto Mall Parkway would be hindered by the roadway grade changes 
at this intersection and the proximity of the intersection to the I-680 southbound on-ramp to the east 
and the railroad overpass bridge structure to the west. For these reasons, no feasible mitigation 
measures are available to mitigate this impact. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would not result in project-related V/C or LOS 
changes in 2010 at the intersection of Osgood Road/Durham Road/Auto Mall Parkway. 


Impact TRN-5—2010 change in V/C and LOS at the intersection of I-680 southbound 
ramps/Durham Road/Auto Mall Parkway. 


WSX Alternative. Under 2010 WSX Alternative conditions, the intersection of I-680 southbound 
ramps/Durham Road/Auto Mall Parkway would operate at a V/C ratio of 0.99 and LOS E in the a.m. 
peak hour, and a V/C ratio of 0.91 and LOS E in the p.m. peak hour. The following mitigation 
measure would reduce this impact. 


Mitigation Measure TRN-5—Improve V/C and LOS at the intersection of I-680 
southbound ramps/Durham Road/Auto Mall Parkway. The intersection operations could 
be improved to a V/C ratio of 0.75 and LOS C in the a.m. peak hour, and a V/C ratio of 0.89 
and LOS D in the p.m. peak hour with the conversion of an eastbound through lane to a 
shared right-turn/through lane (to create another right-turn lane). This measure could be 
accommodated within the existing right-of-way, although the southernmost eastbound 
through lane would need to be restriped to accommodate the measure. Although not 
achieving the goal of a V/C ratio of 0.85, the measure would result in LOS D operations, 
which reduce the impact. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would not result in project-related V/C or LOS 
changes in 2010 at the intersection of I-680 southbound ramps/Durham Road/Auto Mall Parkway. 


Impact TRN-6—2010 change in V/C and LOS at the intersection of Osgood Road/Warm 
Springs Boulevard/South Grimmer Boulevard. 


WSX Alternative. Under 2010 WSX Alternative conditions, the intersection of Osgood 
Road/Warm Springs Boulevard/South Grimmer Boulevard would operate at a V/C ratio of 0.91 and 
LOS E in the a.m. peak hour, and a V/C ratio of 1.29 and LOS F in the p.m. peak hour. The 
following mitigation measure would reduce this impact. 
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Mitigation Measure TRN-6—Improve V/C and LOS at the intersection of Osgood 
Road/Warm Springs Boulevard/South Grimmer Boulevard. The intersection operations 
could be improved to a V/C ratio of 0.84 and LOS D in the a.m. peak hour, and a V/C ratio of 
0.79 and LOS C in the p.m. peak hour with the addition of a second northbound left-turn 
lane, a second eastbound left-turn lane, and an exclusive eastbound right-turn lane, and 
conversion of the northbound right-turn lane to a shared right-turn/through lane. The 
mitigation for the northbound approach could be accommodated within the existing right-of- 
way. With the conversion of the northbound right-turn lane to a shared right-turn/through 
lane, a second left-turn lane could be accommodated. The northbound approach would need 
to be restriped. To accommodate the mitigation for the eastbound approach, right-of-way 
would need to be acquired on the south side of Grimmer Boulevard. The west leg of the 
intersection would need to be restriped to accommodate the second eastbound left-turn lane 
and the exclusive eastbound right-turn lane. 


No-Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, the intersection of Osgood Road/Warm 
Springs Boulevard/South Grimmer Boulevard would undergo no project-related changes in 2010 in 
V/C and LOS. 


Impact TRN-7—2010 change in V/C and LOS at the intersection of Mission Boulevard/Warm 
Springs Boulevard. 


WSX Alternative. Under 2010 WSX Alternative conditions, the intersection of Mission 
Boulevard/Warm Springs Boulevard would operate at a V/C ratio of 1.22 and LOS F in the a.m. peak 
hour, and a V/C ratio of 1.16 and LOS F in the p.m. peak hour. This intersection is built out along 
each approach; there are commercial properties on each of the four corners of this intersection. 
Widening or adding turn lanes is not feasible. 


The existing and projected congestion is related largely to regional traffic traveling between I-680 
and I-880. For this reason, no feasible mitigation measures are available to mitigate this impact. 


No-Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, the intersection of Mission 
Boulevard/Warm Springs Boulevard would undergo no project-related changes in 2010 in V/C and 
LOS. 


Operational Impacts and Mitigation Measures, 2025 


Impact TRN-8—2025 change in V/C and LOS at the intersection of Osgood Road/Durham 
Road/Auto Mall Parkway. 


WSX Alternative. Under 2025 WSX Alternative conditions, the intersection of Osgood 
Road/Durham Road/Auto Mall Parkway would operate at a V/C ratio of 1.11 and LOS F in the p.m. 
peak hour. Adding capacity to this intersection would require right-of-way acquisition and relocation 
of utilities. Signal timing and phasing changes would not reduce the V/C ratio enough to achieve an 
acceptable LOS. The intersection would require additional widening on both Auto Mall Parkway 
and Osgood Road, which would entail removal of sidewalks on the south side of Auto Mall Parkway 
and property acquisitions from existing businesses. Widening Auto Mall Parkway would be 
hindered by the roadway grade changes at this intersection and the proximity of the intersection to 
the I-680 southbound on-ramp to the east and the railroad overpass bridge structure to the west. For 
these reasons, no feasible mitigation measures are available to mitigate this impact. 
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No-Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, the intersection of Osgood Road/Durham 
Road/Auto Mall Parkway would undergo no project-related changes in 2025 in V/C and LOS. 


Impact TRN-9—2025 change in V/C and LOS at the intersection of I-680 southbound 
ramps/Durham Road/Auto Mall Parkway. 


WSX Alternative. Under 2025 WSX Alternative conditions, the intersection of I-680 southbound 
ramps/Durham Road/Auto Mall Parkway would operate at a V/C ratio of 0.91 and LOS E in the p.m. 
peak hour. Implementation of Mitigation Measure TRN-5 would reduce this impact. 


Mitigation Measure TRN-5—Improve V/C and LOS at the intersection of I-680 
southbound ramps/Durham Road/Auto Mall Parkway. The intersection operations for 
2025 could be improved to a V/C ratio of 0.84 and LOS D in the a.m. peak hour, and a V/C 
ratio of 0.90 and LOS D in the p.m. peak hour with implementation of Mitigation Measure 
TRN-5 as described above. 


No-Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, the intersection of I-680 southbound 
ramps/Durham Road/Auto Mall Parkway would undergo no project-related change in 2025 in V/C 
and LOS. 


Impact TRN-10—2025 change in V/C and LOS at the intersection of Osgood Road/Warm 
Springs Boulevard/South Grimmer Boulevard. 


WSX Alternative. Under 2025 WSX Alternative conditions, the intersection of Osgood 
Road/Warm Springs Boulevard/South Grimmer Boulevard would operate at a V/C ratio of 1.33 and 
LOS F in the a.m. peak hour, and a V/C ratio of 1.41 and LOS F in the p.m. peak hour. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure TRN-6 would reduce this impact. 


Mitigation Measure TRN-6—Improve V/C and LOS at the intersection of Osgood 
Road/Warm Springs Boulevard/South Grimmer Boulevard. The intersection operations 
could be improved to a V/C ratio of 0.83 and LOS D in the a.m. peak hour, and a V/C ratio of 
0.86 and LOS D in the p.m. peak hour with implementation of Mitigation Measure TRN-6 as 
described above. 


No-Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, the intersection of Osgood Road/Warm 
Springs Boulevard/South Grimmer Boulevard would undergo no project-related change in 2025 in 
V/C and LOS. 


Intersection Impacts Related to Optional Irvington Station 
Operational Impacts and Mitigation Measures, 2010 


This scenario (2010 WSX Alternative with optional Irvington Station) assumes implementation of 
the WSX Alternative with the optional Irvington Station. 


Impact TRN-11—2010 change in V/C and LOS at the intersection of Osgood Road/Durham 
Road/Auto Mall Parkway. 


WSX Alternative. The intersection of Osgood Road/Durham Road/Auto Mall Parkway would 
operate at a V/C ratio of 0.92 and LOS E in the a.m. peak hour, and a V/C ratio of 1.05 and LOS F in 
the p.m. peak hour. Adding capacity to this intersection would require right-of-way acquisition and 
relocation of utilities. Signal timing and phasing changes would not reduce the V/C ratio enough to 
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achieve an acceptable LOS. The intersection would require additional widening on both Auto Mall 
Parkway and Osgood Road, which would entail removal of sidewalks on the south side of Auto Mall 
Parkway and property acquisitions from existing businesses. Widening Auto Mall Parkway would 
be hindered by the roadway grade changes at this intersection and the proximity of the intersection to 
the I-680 southbound on-ramp to the east and the railroad overpass bridge structure to the west. For 
these reasons, no feasible mitigation measures are available to mitigate this impact. 


No-Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, the intersection of Osgood Road/Durham 
Road/Auto Mall Parkway would undergo no project-related change in 2010 in V/C and LOS. 


Impact TRN-12—2010 change in V/C and LOS at the intersection of I-680 southbound 
ramps/Durham Road/Auto Mall Parkway. 


WSX Alternative. The intersection of I-680 southbound ramps/Durham Road/Auto Mall Parkway 
would operate at a V/C ratio of 0.97 and LOS E in the a.m. peak hour, and a V/C ratio of 0.91 and 
LOS E in the p.m. peak hour. Implementation of Mitigation Measure TRN-5 would reduce this 
impact. 
Mitigation Measure TRN-5—Improve V/C and LOS at the intersection of I-680 
southbound ramps/Durham Road/Auto Mall Parkway. The intersection operations could 
be improved to a V/C ratio of 0.75 and LOS C in the a.m. peak hour, and a V/C ratio of 0.89 
and LOS D in the p.m. peak hour with implementation of Mitigation Measure TRN-S5 as 
described above. 


No-Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, the intersection of I-680 southbound 
ramps/Durham Road/Auto Mall Parkway would undergo no project-related change in 2010 in V/C 
and LOS. 


Impact TRN-13—2010 change in V/C and LOS at the intersection of Osgood Road/Warm 
Springs Boulevard/South Grimmer Boulevard. 


WSX Alternative. The intersection of Osgood Road/Warm Springs Boulevard/South Grimmer 
Boulevard would operate at a V/C ratio of 0.90 and LOS D in the a.m. peak hour, and a V/C ratio of 
1.23 and LOS F in the p.m. peak hour. Implementation of Mitigation Measure TRN-6 would reduce 
this impact. 
Mitigation Measure TRN-6—Improve V/C and LOS at the intersection of Osgood 
Road/Warm Springs Boulevard/South Grimmer Boulevard. The intersection operations 
could be improved to a V/C ratio of 0.84 and LOS D in the a.m. and p.m. peak hours with 
implementation of Mitigation Measure TRN-6 as described above. 


No-Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, the intersection of Osgood Road/Warm 
Springs Boulevard/South Grimmer Boulevard would undergo no project-related change in 2010 in 
V/C and LOS. 


Impact TRN-14—2010 change in V/C and LOS at the intersection of Mission Boulevard/Warm 
Springs Boulevard. 


WSX Alternative. The intersection of Mission Boulevard/Warm Springs Boulevard would operate 
at a V/C ratio of 1.19 and LOS F in the a.m. peak hour, and a V/C ratio of 1.19 and LOS F in the 
p.m. peak hour. This intersection is built out along each approach; there are commercial properties 
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on each of the four corners of this intersection. Widening or adding turn lanes is not feasible. The 
existing and projected congestion is related largely to regional traffic traveling between I-680 and 
I-880. For these reasons, no feasible mitigation measures are available to mitigate this impact. 


No-Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, the intersection of Mission 
Boulevard/Warm Springs Boulevard would undergo no project-related change in 2010 in V/C and 
LOS. 


Impact TRN-15—2010 change in V/C and LOS at the intersection of Osgood Road/Driscoll 
Road/Washington Boulevard. 


WSX Alternative. The intersection of Osgood Road/Driscoll Road/Washington Boulevard would 
operate at a V/C ratio of 0.91 and LOS E in the a.m. peak hour. The proposed changes to the 
southbound and westbound approaches can be accommodated within the existing right-of-way. The 
approaches would need to be restriped. The mitigation measure proposed below, which requires 
widening the west side of Osgood Road along the BART frontage to accommodate four southbound 
receiving lanes, would reduce this impact. 


Mitigation Measure TRN-15—Improve V/C and LOS at the intersection of Osgood 
Road/Driscoll Road/Washington Boulevard. The intersection operations could be 
improved to a V/C ratio of 0.83 and LOS D in the a.m. peak hour with the conversion of the 
second southbound left lane to a third through lane, conversion of the southbound right-turn 
lane to a shared through/right-turn lane (to create four southbound through lanes), and 
conversion of a westbound left-turn lane to a shared left-turn/through lane (creating two 
westbound left turn lanes). The proposed changes to the southbound and westbound 
approaches could be accommodated within the existing right-of-way, although the 
approaches would need to be restriped. This measure would require widening the west side 
of Osgood Road along the BART frontage to accommodate four southbound receiving lanes. 


No-Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, the intersection of Osgood Road/Driscoll 
Road/Washington Boulevard would undergo no project-related change in 2010 in V/C and LOS. 


Operational Impacts and Mitigation Measures, 2025 


This scenario (2025 WSX Alternative with optional Irvington Station) assumes implementation of 
the WSX Alternative with the optional Irvington Station. 


Impact TRN-16—2025 change in V/C and LOS at the intersection of Osgood Road/Durham 
Road/Auto Mall Parkway. 


WSX Alternative. Under 2025 WSX Alternative with optional Irvington Station conditions, the 
intersection of Osgood Road/Durham Road/Auto Mall Parkway would operate at a V/C ratio of 1.02 
and LOS F in the a.m. peak hour compared to a V/C ratio of 1.00 and LOS E in the a.m. peak hour 
under 2025 No-Build conditions. Though the LOS would degrade from LOS E to LOS F, the V/C 
ratio increase would be less than 0.05. The increase in V/C would be minimal, and the impact would 
be negligible. 


No-Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, the intersection of Osgood Road/Durham 
Road/Auto Mall Parkway would undergo no project-related change in 2025 in V/C and LOS. 
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Impact TRN-17—2025 change in V/C and LOS at the intersection of I-680 southbound 
ramps/Durham Road/Auto Mall Parkway. 


WSX Alternative. Under 2025 WSX Alternative with optional Irvington Station conditions, the 
intersection of I-680 southbound ramps/Durham Road/Auto Mall Parkway would operate at a V/C 
ratio of 0.91 and LOS E in the p.m. peak hour. Mitigation Measure TRN-5 would reduce this impact. 


Mitigation Measure TRN-5—Improve V/C and LOS at the intersection of I-680 
southbound ramps/Durham Road/Auto Mall Parkway. The intersection operations could 
be improved to a V/C ratio of 0.90 and LOS D in the p.m. peak hour with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure TRN-S as described above. 


No-Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, the intersection of I-680 southbound 
ramps/Durham Road/Auto Mall Parkway would undergo no project-related change in 2025 in V/C 
and LOS. 


Impact TRN-18—2025 change in V/C and LOS at the intersection of Osgood Road/Warm 
Springs Boulevard/South Grimmer Boulevard. 


WSX Alternative. Under 2025 WSX Alternative with optional Irvington Station conditions, the 
intersection of Osgood Road/Warm Springs Boulevard/South Grimmer Boulevard would operate at a 
V/C ratio of 1.25 and LOS F in the a.m. peak hour, and a V/C ratio of 1.42 and LOS F in the p.m. 
peak hour. Mitigation Measure TRN-6 would reduce this impact. 


Mitigation Measure TRN-6—Improve V/C and LOS at the intersection of Osgood 
Road/Warm Springs Boulevard/South Grimmer Boulevard. The intersection operations 
could be improved to a V/C ratio of 0.86 and LOS D in the a.m. peak hour and a V/C ratio of 
0.84 and LOS D in the p.m. peak hour with implementation of Mitigation Measure TRN-6 as 
described above. 


No-Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, the intersection of Osgood Road/Warm 
Springs Boulevard/South Grimmer Boulevard would undergo no project-related change in 2025 in 
V/C and LOS. 


Impact TRN-19—2025 change in V/C and LOS at the intersection of Mission Boulevard/Warm 
Springs Boulevard. Under 2025 WSX Alternative with optional Irvington Station conditions, the 
intersection of Mission Boulevard/Warm Springs Boulevard would operate at a V/C ratio of 1.17 and 
LOS F in the p.m. peak hour. This intersection is built out along each approach; there are 
commercial properties on each of the four corners of this intersection. Widening or adding turn lanes 
is not feasible. The existing and projected congestion is related largely to regional traffic traveling 
between I-680 and I-880. To reduce congestion and alleviate impacts at this intersection would 
require substantial right-of-way acquisition and utility relocation. For these reasons, no feasible 
mitigation measures are available to mitigate this adverse impact. 


No-Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, the intersection of Mission 
Boulevard/Warm Springs Boulevard would undergo no project-related change in 2025 in V/C and 
LOS. 
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Metropolitan Transportation System Roadways 


The Alameda County Congestion Management Agency (ACCMA) requires an analysis of roadways 
included in the Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) only for the p.m. peak hour. MTS 
roadway segments in the transportation study area are listed below. For the MTS roadway analysis, 
project traffic was assigned to the roadways using the trip distributions from the VTA-modified MTC 
model. The analysis was completed for the p.m. peak hour using the travel forecasts from the VTA- 
modified MTC model for 2010 and 2025. The capacities per lane used in the analysis were obtained 
from the City of Fremont. The number of lanes for each roadway segment was also obtained from 
the City of Fremont and confirmed in a field review. 


Some roadway segments are expected to exhibit decreases in traffic volumes as a result of project 
conditions, while other segments are expected to exhibit increases. For informational purposes only, 
the number of roadway segments that would operate at LOS E or F are identified in Table 4.2-17. A 
change in to a roadway segment is considered an impact if project trips cause that segment to 
deteriorate to LOS F. In addition, for informational purposes, Table 4.2-17 identifies the quantity of 
roadway segments that would experience small volume changes (2% to 4%) or large volume changes 
(5% or more). 


Based on the ACCMA requirements, p.m. peak hour volumes on each of the MTS roadway segments 
were taken from the appropriate version of the VTA-modified MTC model. Park-and-ride and kiss- 
and-ride trips were added into each set of volumes to provide p.m. peak hour volumes for the links. 


The following is a list of MTS roadways analyzed. 

mw 1-580 between west of San Ramon Road and east of Tassajara Road. 

m 1-680 between south of Mission Boulevard (SR 262) and north of Mission Boulevard (SR 238). 
= 1-880 between south of Mission Boulevard and north of Decoto Road/SR 84. 
m Alvarado-Niles Road between Mission Boulevard and I-880. 

= Auto Mall Parkway between Grimmer Boulevard and Mission Boulevard. 

= Decoto Road between Fremont Boulevard and Mission Boulevard. 

= Dougherty Road north of Dublin Boulevard. 

= Dublin Boulevard between San Ramon Road and Dougherty Road. 

= Fremont Boulevard between I-880 and SR 84. 

= Mission Boulevard between I-680 and Decoto Road. 

= Mowry Avenue between I-880 and Mission Boulevard. 

= Osgood Road between Grimmer Boulevard and Washington Boulevard. 

m Paseo Padre Parkway between Mission Boulevard and Thornton Avenue. 

m Peralta Boulevard between Fremont Boulevard and Mowry Avenue. 


= SR 84 (Dumbarton Bridge) just east of the tollbooths. 
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m= Stevenson Boulevard between I-880 and Fremont Boulevard. 
= Thornton Avenue between I-880 and Fremont Boulevard. 


Warm Springs Boulevard between Mission Boulevard and Grimmer Boulevard. 
Washington Boulevard between Mission Boulevard and Fremont Boulevard. 


To evaluate the existing traffic conditions and provide a basis for comparison of conditions before 
and after project-generated traffic is added to the street system, roadway segment service levels and 
traffic volume changes were evaluated along 154 MTS roadway segments. Table 4.2-17 indicates 
the quantity of segments that would have volume changes of plus or minus 2%, and plus or minus 
5%, as well as changes in the LOS. 


Table 4.2-17. MTS Roadway Analysis Summary 


Roadway Volume Change LOS Improvements LOS Degradation 

-%or -2%to +2to +5%or State Local State Local 
Scenario greater -4% +4% greater Hwy Roadway Hwy Roadway 
2010 No Build 13 state highway segments and one local roadway segment operating at LOS E or F 
2010 WSX Alternative* 40 23 18 20 2 8 1 1 
2010 WSX Alternative with 43 20 41 15 2 8 — 1 
Irvington Station* 
2025 No Build 31 state highway segments operating at LOS E or F 
2025 No Build* 8 2 7 134 — 3 39 7 
2025 WSX Alternative? 35 29 10 14 6 3 — 7 
2025 WSX Alternative with 40 38 7 12 4 5 4 2 


Irvington Station? 


Notes: 
“ Compared to 2010 No Build. 
> Compared to 2025 No Build. 


Source: DKS Associates 2002 from VTA-modified MTC Model, San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 


2010 WSX Alternative 


Compared to the 2010 No-Build conditions, the 2010 WSX Alternative would result in the following 
changes during the p.m. peak hour. 


m One of the MTS state highway segments would show deterioration in LOS. 
m One of the MTS local roadway segments would show deterioration in LOS. 


Two of the MTS state highway segments would show an improvement in LOS. 
Eight of the MTS roadway segments would show an improvement in LOS. 
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The remaining 142 MTS roadway segments would continue to operate with similar LOS. 


2010 WSX Alternative with Optional Irvington Station 


Compared to the 2010 No-Build conditions, the 2010 WSX Alternative with optional Irvington 
Station would result in the following changes during the p.m. peak hour. 


m One of the MTS local roadway segments would show deterioration in LOS. 


= Two of the MTS state highway segments would show an improvement in LOS. 
m= Eight of the MTS local roadway segments would show an improvement in LOS. 


The remaining 143 MTS roadway segments would continue to operate with similar LOS. 


2025 WSX Alternative 
Compared to the 2025 No-Build conditions, the 2025 WSX Alternative would result in the following 
changes during the p.m. peak hour. 


m Seven of the MTS local roadway segments would show deterioration in LOS. 


m Six of the MTS state highway segments would show an improvement in LOS. 
m= Three of the MTS local roadway segments would show an improvement in LOS. 


The other 138 MTS roadway segments would continue to operate with similar LOS. 


Impact TRN-20—2025 change in V/C and LOS on northbound I-880 just south of Mission 
Boulevard. 


WSX Alternative. Under 2025 WSX Alternative conditions, northbound I-880 just south of Mission 
Boulevard would operate at LOS F, compared to LOS E under the 2025 No-Build conditions. 

Adding capacity to the mainline freeway system is not feasible, however. Adding capacity to this 
segment would require substantial regional coordination, costs, and political and public approval. 

All freeway projects affecting I-880 that are currently programmed (effectively, projects in progress, 
planned, or anticipated) were included in this analysis. For these reasons, no feasible mitigation 
measures are available to address this impact. 


No-Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, northbound I-880 just south of Mission 
Boulevard would undergo no project-related change in 2025 in V/C and LOS. 


2025 WSX Alternative with Optional Irvington Station 


Compared to 2025 No-Build condition, the 2025 WSX Alternative with optional Irvington Station 
would result in the following changes during the p.m. peak hour. 


= Four of the MTS state highway segments would show deterioration in LOS. 
= Two of the MTS local roadway segments would show deterioration in LOS. 


Four of the MTS state highway segments would show an improvement in LOS. 
Five of the MTS local roadway segments would show an improvement in LOS. 
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The other 139 MTS roadway segments would continue to operate with similar LOS. 


Impact TRN-21—2025 change in V/C and LOS on northbound I-880 just south of Mission 
Boulevard. 


WSX Alternative. Under 2025 WSX Alternative with optional Irvington Station conditions, 
northbound I-880 just south of Mission Boulevard would operate at LOS F, compared to LOS E 
under the 2025 No-Build conditions. Adding capacity to the mainline freeway system is not feasible, 
however. Adding capacity to this segment would require substantial regional coordination, costs, 
and political and public approval. All freeway projects affecting I-880 that are currently 
programmed (effectively, projects in progress, planned, or anticipated) were included in this analysis. 
For these reasons, no feasible mitigation measures are available to address this impact. 


No-Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, northbound I-880 just south of Mission 
Boulevard would undergo no project-related change in 2025 in V/C and LOS. 


Impact TRN-22—Reduction in traffic congestion overall on state highways. 


WSX Alternative. In 2010, the WSX Alternative would result in LOS improvements on two state 
highway segments, and a reduction on one segment. Also, 63 of the analyzed roadway segments 
would experience reductions in traffic volumes in 2010 as a result of the WSX Alternative, compared 
to 38 that would have an increase and 53 that would have no change. In 2025, the WSX Alternative 
would result in LOS improvements on six state highway segments, and degradation on no segments. 
Also, 64 of the analyzed roadway segments would experience reductions in traffic volumes in 2025 
as aresult of the WSX Alternative, compared to 24 that would have an increase and 66 that would 
have no change. This would be a beneficial effect of the WSX Alternative. 


No-Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, no reduction in traffic congestion on state 
highways would occur. 


Parking Demand 


The parking demand was estimated by using the VTA-modified MTC model forecasts of auto spaces, 
divided by the auto occupancy factor for peak period auto access to park-and-ride, which is 1.06 
(from existing occupancy surveys conducted at the Fremont BART Station, BART Station Access 
Improvements Study). 


Table 4.2-18 shows the estimated parking demand for each scenario, along with the number of 
parking spaces currently proposed. These demand figures include the demand generated by other 
transit services, such as buses. 
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Table 4.2-18. Parking Demand Summary* 


Optional Irvington 


Fremont Station Warm Springs Station Station 

Scenario Supply Demand Supply Demand Supply Demand 
2010 No Build 2,030 2,360 — — — _— 
2010 WSX Alternative 1,880 1,840 2,040 1,415 — — 
2010 WSX Alternative with 1,880 1,480 2,040 1,060 925 910 
Optional Irvington Station 

2025 No Build 2,030 2,420 — — — — 
2025 WSX Alternative 1,880 2,310 2,040 2,170 — — 
2025 WSX Alternative with 1,880 1,940 2,040 1,710 925 1,175 


Irvington Station 


Notes: 

* Parking demand is based on unconstrained travel demand forecasts, without consideration of the number of 
actual proposed parking spaces. The local intersection traffic analysis, however, does consider the potential 
limitations of proposed parking supply at each of the three Fremont area stations analyzed, and assumes that 
BART patrons would travel to BART stations where parking is perceived to be available. 


Source: DKS Associates 2002 from WTA-modified MTC Model, San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 


Parking Impacts Related to Warm Springs Extension 
Operational Impacts and Mitigation Measures, 2025 


Impact TRN-23—Reduced parking supply at Fremont and Warm Springs Stations resulting in 
spillover into residential or commercial areas. 


WSX Alternative. Under 2025 No-Build conditions, there would be a parking shortfall of 

390 spaces at the Fremont BART Station. Under 2025 WSX Alternative conditions, there would be 
a parking shortfall of 430 spaces at the Fremont BART Station and 130 spaces at the proposed Warm 
Springs Station. The WSX Alternative would therefore add 40 spaces to the anticipated shortfall at 
the Fremont Station in 2025, and result in a parking shortfall of 130 spaces at the proposed Warm 
Springs Station in 2025. These parking shortfalls would be considered an impact of the WSX 
Alternative in 2025. 


The following mitigation measure, which provides for 170 additional spaces at the Warm Springs 
Station, would compensate for this impact. It is assumed that BART patrons would travel to stations 
where parking is perceived to be available. Therefore, with this mitigation, spillover parking is not 
expected to occur, because the parking supply would be adequate to meet the anticipated demand. 


Although spillover parking is not expected to be considerable, a monitoring program would be 
implemented to assess whether spillover parking from the BART stations becomes a sizeable 
problem due to unanticipated events. Accordingly, BART would provide a parking monitoring 
program and, if necessary to ensure that spillover remains at a negligible level, assistance with 
parking management as described below. With the redistribution of traffic towards the Warm Spring 
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Station from the Fremont Station, there would be minimal change to study intersection service levels 
compared to the analysis presented above. 


Mitigation Measure TRN-23—Provide additional parking and implement parking 
monitoring program. 


(A) If neither the Irvington Station nor SVRTC has commenced construction by 2010, BART 
will provide an additional 170 parking spaces at the Warm Springs Station. 


(B) To determine whether substantial spillover parking occurs, BART will institute a 
monitoring program on streets adjacent to the Fremont and Warm Springs Stations. A 
baseline survey of parking conditions in the vicinity of the station will be conducted prior 
to commencement of the WSX Alternative. The baseline survey will establish parking 
conditions in the vicinity of the station during weekday morning hours. Monitoring will 
be conducted during the first six months of operation of the WSX Alternative to verify if 
spillover parking is occurring. Such monitoring will be based on field surveys and any 
complaints received by BART and local parking authorities. After the first six months of 
operation of the station, BART Community Relations staff will respond to parking 
complaints and BART will investigate such complaints to verify parking concerns. 


If a parking spillover problem is confirmed by this monitoring, BART staff will assist the 
City of Fremont in implementing a parking management program. The program will 
incorporate appropriate parking control measures based on BART’ s Parking Management 
Toolkit (see the transportation technical report). The Toolkit identifies a detailed process 
for understanding local parking issues, evaluating parking conflicts, and implementing 
specific parking control measures. These measures could include time limits and time- 
based restrictions, increased enforcement, or parking fees. The parking management 
program would be implemented by the City of Fremont. BART staff will assist the city 
to ensure that the parking control measures, adapted as appropriate for site-specific 
conditions, are implemented and are achieving the necessary effect. BART staff would 
also continue discussions as necessary with the city to help adjust any parking control 
measures in response to issues that may arise during implementation of such measures. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would maintain the existing parking supply at 
Fremont Station. As a result, increased parking demand in 2025 would result in a parking shortfall of 
390 spaces. This could result in parking spillover into residential and commercial areas. 


Parking Impacts Related to Optional Irvington Station 
Operational Impacts and Mitigation Measures, 2025 


Impact TRN-24—Reduced parking supply at Fremont and Irvington Stations resulting in 
spillover into residential or commercial areas. 


WSX Alternative. Under 2025 WSX Alternative with optional Irvington Station conditions, there 
would be a parking shortfall of 60 spaces at the Fremont BART Station and 250 spaces at the 
optional Irvington Station. However, the proposed Warm Springs Station would have a projected 
excess of 330 spaces, which is 20 spaces greater than the combined shortfall at the Fremont and 
optional Irvington Stations. It is assumed that BART patrons would travel to stations where parking 
is perceived to be available (e.g., the Warm Springs Station). Accordingly, the parking supply across 
stations would be adequate to meet the demand, and spillover parking is not anticipated to occur. 
With the redistribution of traffic towards the Warm Springs Station from the Fremont and Irvington 
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Stations, there would be minimal change to study intersection service levels compared to the analysis 
presented above. 


Although spillover parking is not expected to be considerable, a monitoring program would be 
implemented to assess whether unanticipated events would cause spillover parking from the BART 
stations to become a substantial problem. BART would provide a parking monitoring program and, 
if necessary to ensure that spillover remains at a negligible level, assistance with parking 
management as described below. 


Mitigation Measure TRN-24—Implement parking monitoring program. To determine 
whether substantial spillover parking occurs if the optional Irvington Station has commenced 
construction by 2010, BART will institute a monitoring program on streets adjacent to the 
Fremont and Irvington Stations and, if necessary, provide parking management assistance as 
described above in Mitigation Measure TRN-23(B). 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would maintain the existing parking supply at 
Fremont Station. As a result, increased parking demand in 2025 would result in a parking shortfall of 
390 spaces. This could result in parking spillover into residential and commercial areas. 


Impacts Related to Construction of the WSX Alternative 


The construction scenario described in Chapter 3 (Preferred Alternative and Other Alternatives 
Considered), would introduce temporary, construction-related traffic impacts. Construction vehicles 
and equipment would use local roadways to access construction zones along the WSX Alternative 
alignment. Trucks and equipment traffic could temporarily disrupt existing local traffic patterns 
during the 4-year construction of the WSX Alternative. Construction traffic would include heavy 
equipment such as bulldozers, dump trucks, loaders, backhoes, and graders. Construction of 
retaining walls, embankments, and rails would also require cranes, concrete mixers, delivery trucks, 
compactors, and specialized track-laying equipment. Ballast would be hauled in from offsite. 
Workers driving to the construction site would also represent added traffic to the local and regional 
network. 


As described in Chapter 3, public roadways within the WSX Alternative would not be blocked 
during construction, although temporary traffic rerouting and lane closures would be necessary in 
some cases. Depending on the locations and times of day of reroutings and lane closures, disruption 
to local traffic circulation could potentially be substantial. Contractor laydown locations could also 
disrupt local circulation, depending on the locations available. 


Potential impacts on businesses and residences from alterations in access and parking are described 
in Section 4.10 (Population, Economics, and Housing) under Impact POP-7 (Substantial 
diminishment in access to and parking at businesses and residences). 


In addition to the general impacts of construction traffic and staging on existing traffic operations, 
the following potential impacts are anticipated in specific areas. 


Fremont BART Station 


The WSX Alternative would require construction of an approximately 20-foot-high and 150-foot- 
wide embankment in the Fremont BART Station—Stevenson Boulevard area. Vehicular access and 
bus service at the Fremont Station could be affected during construction of the embankment. Current 
patterns of pedestrian and bicycle access could also be affected by construction. In addition, 
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construction activity, including the potential use of a portion of the parking lot as a contractor 
laydown area, would require the temporary removal of approximately 200 existing parking spaces in 
the Fremont Station parking lot. 


Walnut Boulevard 


The WSX Alternative would require construction of an overcrossing over Walnut Boulevard. Two 
lanes on Walnut Boulevard would be closed during construction of the center pier in the median. 
There would also be a temporary reduction in vehicle clearance height while temporary structural 
supports (falsework) are in place during construction of the bridge deck. 


Stevenson Boulevard and Fremont Central Park 


The WSX Alternative would require construction of a tunnel under Stevenson Boulevard and 
Fremont Central Park. Portions of Stevenson Boulevard would be closed during construction of the 
tunnel. Traffic lanes would be temporarily diverted from Stevenson Boulevard to Fremont Central 
Park property, south of the existing alignment of Stevenson Boulevard, to minimize traffic disruption 
during tunnel construction. Parking at Fremont Central Park could be temporarily reduced because 
of tunnel-related construction. In addition, a potential contractor laydown area would be located on a 
vacant parcel adjacent to the WSX Alternative alignment, north of Stevenson Boulevard. 


Paseo Padre Parkway 


The WSX Alternative would require construction of a grade-separated overpass over Paseo Padre 
Parkway. It may be possible to coordinate construction of the BART overpass with the City of 
Fremont’s construction of an underpass at Paseo Padre Parkway, as part of the city’s grade 
separations project. If the WSX Alternative were constructed after completion of the city’s grade 
separations project, the two center lanes on Paseo Padre Parkway would need to be closed during 
construction of the center pier for the BART bridge structure, which would be located in the parkway 
median. 


South Grimmer Boulevard 


The WSX Alternative would require construction of two BART bridge structures over South 
Grimmer Boulevard to replace the current grade-separated bridge used by UP. Lanes on Grimmer 
Boulevard would be narrowed during construction of the bridges. Work that affects the UP tracks 
would be coordinated with UP and subject to railroad work restrictions. 


Auto Mall Parkway 


Should the WSX Alternative require seismic retrofitting of the Auto Mall Parkway overpass structure 
(see Chapter 3 (Alternatives Considered)), retrofit work could likely be performed from beneath the 
structure with little or no disruption to traffic on the deck above. Work that may affect the UP tracks 
beneath the overpass would be subject to railroad work restrictions. 


Warm Springs BART Station 


Construction of the Warm Springs Station would add construction equipment and worker traffic to 
the local and regional network as discussed above. In addition, the station site would be used as a 
storage and contractor laydown site during project construction. Construction of the new station 
access roadway would involve removing the existing curb at Warm Springs Court and grading 
200 feet for the new roadway. 
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Impact TRN-25—Construction-period traffic impacts. 


WSX Alternative. Construction of the WSX Alternative would potentially result in impacts as 
described above on local streets and at the Warm Springs Station site. The following mitigation 
measure and Mitigation Measure POP-7 (from Section 4.10, Population, Economics, and Housing) 
would minimize this impact. 


Mitigation Measure TRN-25—Develop and implement a construction phasing and 
traffic management plan. 


(A) BART will prepare and implement a construction phasing and traffic management plan 
that defines how traffic operations (including construction equipment and worker traffic) 
are managed and maintained during each phase of construction. The plan will be 
developed in consultation with the City of Fremont, Caltrans, AC Transit, and VTA, and 
will be coordinated with the plan to maintain access and parking for businesses and 
residences described in Mitigation Measure POP-7. To the maximum practical extent, 
the plan will include the following measures. 


Plan, schedule, and coordinate construction activities to reduce impacts on 
AC Transit and VTA bus lines, so that additional buses or larger buses are not 
required on any route to maintain on-time performance. 


Specify predetermined haul routes from staging areas to construction sites and 
disposal areas by agreement with the City of Fremont prior to construction. The 
routes will follow streets and highways that provide the safest route and have the 
least feasible effect on traffic. 


Identify construction activities that, because of concerns regarding traffic safety or 
congestion, must take place during off-peak traffic hours. Any road closures will be 
done at night under ordinary circumstances. If unforeseen circumstances require road 
closure during the day, the City of Fremont will be consulted. 


Provide a detour plan for lane closures and for the diversions of Walnut Avenue, 
Stevenson Boulevard, and South Grimmer Boulevard, and require information be 
provided to the public on lane closures and detours using signs, press releases, and 
other media tools. 


Identify a telephone number that the public can call for information on construction 
scheduling, phasing, and duration, as well as for complaints. Such information will 
also be posted on BART’s website. 


Provide safe access and circulation routes for vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians 
during construction at the Fremont BART Station. 


Provide parking replacement where construction results in temporary displacement of 
parking in Fremont Central Park. 


Coordinate, to the extent feasible, with the city’s grade separations project to reduce 
traffic disruption. 


(B) To reduce to the greatest extent possible the total duration of construction where the 
BART alignment crosses Paseo Padre Parkway and the corresponding potential for traffic 
disruption, elements of the BART bridge structure should be constructed at the same time 
as the city’s grade separations project. 
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Mitigation Measure POP-7—Maintain access, traffic control, and parking supply 
during construction. BART will develop and implement a traffic and access control plan in 
consultation with the City of Fremont, local business associations, and local neighborhood 
and homeowners’ associations. Before construction begins, BART and its contractors will 
verify that the traffic and access control plan avoids restriction of access and that flaggers are 
used to direct traffic in potentially congested zones such as the Washington Boulevard and 
Osgood Road area. Construction workers and contractors will be advised to carpool and park 
onsite when feasible to reduce temporary impacts on parking for adjacent residences and 
businesses. Movement of heavy equipment and supplies to and from construction sites will 
be scheduled during non-peak travel times. Similarly, temporary lane closures due to work 
on aerial or below-grade structures will be scheduled for non-peak travel times. Access to 
businesses and residences will be maintained throughout construction phases, and existing 
parking supply will not be reduced. 


Impacts Related to Station Construction 


Impact TRN-26—Construction-period traffic impacts in the vicinity of the optional Irvington 
Station. 


WSX Alternative. The construction-related impacts and mitigation measures for the optional 
Irvington Station would be similar to those of the WSX Alternative. Impacts would be mitigated 
through utilization of Mitigation Measures TRN-25 and POP-7 as described above. 


Mitigation Measure TRN-25—Develop and implement a construction phasing and 
traffic management plan. This mitigation measure is described above. 


Mitigation Measure POP-7—Maintain access, traffic control, and parking supply 
during construction. This mitigation measure is described above. 
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Section 4.3 
Soils, Geology, and Seismicity 


4.3.1 Introduction 


This section of the EIS describes the potential effects of the WSX Alternative with regard to soils, 
geology, seismicity, and paleontological resources within the study area. Specifically, it describes 
the existing geologic, seismic, and soil conditions in the project area, discusses the area’s potential to 
contain paleontological resources in the project area, summarizes relevant laws and policies, 
identifies the potential impacts that may result from implementation of the proposed action, and 
prescribes mitigation measures where necessary to mitigate potential adverse effects. 


4.3.2 Affected Environment 


4.3.2.1 Methodology for Assessment of Existing Conditions 


The description of existing conditions and subsequent impact analysis presented in this chapter are 
based on a review of maps and information published by the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), the 
California Geological Survey (CGS) (formerly the California Division of Mines and Geology), the 
County of Alameda, the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), previously published 
reports and other information on paleontological sites in the project area, and site-specific geologic 
and geotechnical reports (including logs of exploratory soil borings) prepared for the 

WSX Alternative. 


4.3.2.2 Existing Conditions 
Regional Geology 


The dominant structural feature within the region is the San Andreas fault system. This system 
includes several major fault zones, including the San Andreas, Hayward, and Calaveras fault zones. 
The San Andreas fault system is the seismically active crustal boundary, along which northwestward 
movement of the Pacific plate west of the fault is taking place relative to the North American plate 
(located east of the fault). 


Local Geology 


The alignment of the WSX Alternative is located near the eastern edge of the San Francisco Bay. 
The San Francisco Bay Area is located within the Coast Range Geomorphic Province of California, a 
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region where deformation of the earth’s crust has resulted from the interaction of mobile crustal 
plates, or tectonics. Faulting, folding, and erosion have produced the northwest-trending ridges and 
valleys that characterize the Coast Ranges. The San Francisco Bay occupies a structural depression 
that formed between the uplifted Diablo Range and Berkeley Hills (along the east side of the 
depression) and the hills of the San Francisco Peninsula (along the west side of the down-dropped 
block). The structural depression has been partially filled in with sediment and inundated by 
seawater to form San Francisco Bay. 


The alignment of the WSX Alternative is located near the eastern edge of the San Francisco Bay 
Plain. A break in slope to the east of the alignment forms the base of the foothills of the Diablo 
Range. 


Several published geologic maps (Helley, Lajoie, and Burke 1972; Helley, Lajoie, Spangle, and Blair 
1979) have been prepared and numerous geotechnical investigations have been completed in the 
study area. A geologic map showing the distribution of surficial deposits is presented in Figure 4.3- 
1. 


The deposits generally underlying the study area are older and younger alluvium, determined on the 
basis of geomorphic position and physical characteristics of the sediments. The northern portion of 
the WSX Alternative crosses Latest Holocene Alluvial Fan Deposits (Qhfy)', Holocene Basin 
Deposits (Qhb), and Holocene Alluvial Fan Deposits, fine facies (Qhff). The Latest Holocene 
Alluvial Fan Deposits (Qhfy) are less than 1,000 years old and are composed of unconsolidated 
gravel, sand, silt, and clay. The older Holocene Alluvial Fan Deposits (Qhff) are generally less than 
10,000 years old and are rich in clay deposits. In general, both of these geologic units are highly 
susceptible to liquefaction. 


The sediments around Lake Elizabeth have been mapped as Holocene Basin Deposits (Qhb), 
(Knudsen et al. 2000). Based on work by Knudsen et al., these sediments consist of stratified, fine- 
grained alluvium that can be interbedded with lobes of coarser alluvium. Interbed of peat may also 
be present. Groundwater is high, often at the ground surface. These deposits may also contain 
irregular and discontinuous sand and silt layers/lenses; thus, layers of liquefiable material may be 
present within this area. Localized deposition of marsh deposits has occurred in shallow depressions 
along the Hayward fault. Such features are commonly known as sag ponds (natural depressions 
formed along a fault as the result of surface deformation caused by movement along the fault). The 
marsh deposits consist of soft to firm clay, organic clay, and peat. Due to poor consolidation and 
high organic content, these deposits are highly compressible. 


Marsh deposits have been identified within and on the margins of Tule Pond located north and south 
of Walnut Avenue and east of the Fremont BART Station. Previous subsurface investigations for the 
Fremont BART Station indicate that the marsh deposits extend to depths of 20 to 30 feet beneath the 
pond (Coffman et al. 1982). 


A similar sag pond, Stivers Lagoon, was modified during construction of Lake Elizabeth. The 
identification of organic sediments in subsurface investigations (California Division of Mines and 
Geology 1980) indicates that marsh deposits associated with this feature may be present in the area 
southeast of Lake Elizabeth to just south of Paseo Padre Parkway. These materials have a relatively 
high susceptibility to groundshaking. Although these materials are considered to have a low 


' Parenthetical notations refer to the alluvium deposits and are used on the maps to identify deposit locations. 
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Figure 4.3-1 
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liquefaction potential, localized conditions that are conducive to liquefaction (including high 
groundwater levels) may be present within some marsh deposits (Bay Area Transit Consultants 
1989). Evidence of previous occurrence of liquefaction has been identified in the marsh deposits 
north of Tule (Toppozada, Real, and Parke 1981). 


Proceeding southward, the proposed alignment again crosses Holocene Alluvial Fan Deposits, fine 
facies (Qhff) in the vicinity of Paseo Padre Parkway. From the area just south of Paseo Padre 
Parkway to the location of the proposed optional Irvington Station, the alignment traverses some 
Latest Pleistocene Alluvial Fan Deposits (Qpf). These alluvial sediments consist of interbedded 
deposits of very stiff to hard clays and silts, and medium dense to very dense sands and gravels, 
which are typically at least 150 feet thick. These deposits are interpreted as being sediments 
deposited during the latest Pleistocene (10,000 to 30,000 years old). The distribution of the older 
alluvium (Qpf) is shown in Figure 4.3-1. In general, the older alluvium is more well-consolidated and 
contains a higher percentage of sand and gravel than the younger alluvium in the area. The older 
alluvium has relatively higher density and lower plasticity, and is considered to have a low 
susceptibility to liquefaction. 


Southward from the location of the optional Irvington Station to the southern terminus of the WSX 
Alternative, the alignment alternates between Latest Pleistocene to Holocene Alluvial Fan Deposits 
(Qf) and Latest Holocene Alluvial Fan Deposits (Qhfy). The Latest Pleistocene to Holocene Alluvial 
Fan Deposits (Qf) are less than 30,000 years old and comprise unconsolidated sand, gravel, silt, and 
clay that is moderately to poorly sorted and moderately to poorly bedded. These deposits typically 
have a low susceptibility to liquefaction. Poorly drained areas with marsh deposits have not been 
identified along this portion of the alignment. However, during subsurface investigation for the 
Grimmer Boulevard overcrossing, layers of loose, granular sediments were encountered to a depth of 
approximately 30 feet. 


Soils 


The surface soils along the WSX Alternative alignment, mapped in detail by the United States 
Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation Service, reflect the properties and age of the underlying 
alluvial deposits. Soils that generally occur along the WSX Alternative alignment consist of 
cohesive clays and silty clays that have moderately low to very low permeability, low strength, 
moderate to slight erosion hazard, and moderate to high shrink-swell (expansion) potential. 


The northernmost portion of the proposed alignment, including the area of the Fremont BART 
Station and northern Central Park, is mantled by the soils of the Batella and Yolo series soils. These 
soils, developed on Latest Holocene Alluvium are silt loams with moderate permeability and 
moderate to high shrink-swell potential. Because of the gentle topography of the area (0% to 2% 
slopes), runoff is slow and the hazard of erosion is slight. The soils surrounding Lake Elizabeth are 
more clayey and include Willows and Clear Lake mapping units. The mapped extent of these soils 
coincides well with the mapped location of Holocene Basin Deposits and Holocene Alluvial Fan 
Deposits. These fine-grained soils have very low permeability, low strength, and are considered 
highly expansive. Slopes range between 0% and 9%. 


The soils developed from the Latest Pleistocene Alluvium along the north central portion of the 
alignment between Paseo Padre Parkway and Washington Boulevard are mapped as Tierra loam (0% 
to 5% slopes) and Azule clay loam (9% to 30% slopes). These soils are typically deep and 
moderately well drained with moderate to high shrink-swell potential and low to very low 
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permeability. The hazard of erosion is low within the Tierra loam map unit, but can be substantial on 
manufactured cut slopes and in the Azule clay loam map unit, which is characterized by steeper slope 
gradients. 


Soils of Danville and Marvin series are mapped along the WSX Alternative alignment from the area 
south of Washington Boulevard to the area just north of Grimmer Boulevard. These soils typically 
consist of silty clay loams with low permeability, low strength, and moderate to high shrink-swell 
potential. The hazard of erosion within these map units is typically low to moderate. 


From the area just north of Grimmer Road to the area at the south end of the WSX Alternative 
alignment, most soils are mapped as Clear Lake clay (Toppozada et al. 1981). The Clear Lake clay 
soil typically consists of low permeability clays and clay loams that have a high shrink-swell 
potential. Runoff from the Clear Lake clay soil is typically slow, and the hazard of erosion is 
typically slight (Toppozada et al. 1981). 


Slope Stability 


Slope stability is controlled by several complex interrelated factors, including the type and strength 
of geologic materials, slope gradients, and hydrologic conditions. Within the San Francisco Bay 
region, the majority of landslide activity occurs on slopes steeper than 15% underlain by unstable 
rock or sediments and where there is evidence of previous slope failures (Nason 1971). Landsliding 
hazards are increased during sustained periods of high precipitation and by strong groundshaking 
during earthquakes. Human activities such as grading can also contribute to the occurrence of 
landslides. 


The WSX Alternative alignment is located in an area of gentle slopes and relatively stable alluvial 
deposits. Accordingly, slopes located along the WSX Alternative alignment are generally considered 
stable. To the east of the proposed alignment in the area south of Washington Boulevard, the 
topography of the Mission Uplands is considerably steeper. The slopes developed on the relatively 
older alluvial deposits in this area are generally considered stable or marginally stable. 


Seismicity 

The seismicity of a region is defined by distribution, recurrence, and intensity of earthquakes over a 
period of time in that region. The rupture surface along which the earth is displaced, one side 
relative to the other, is called a fault. Earthquakes are the result of the sudden release of energy 
stored as accumulated strain in rock masses on both sides of a fault. In addition, gradual release of 
the stored strain can occur as slow slippage along the fault, or fault creep. The fault trace is the 
linear zone where the fault plane intersects the ground surface. Surface rupture can occur along the 
fault trace during a moderate to large earthquake. Gradual deformation occurs where fault creep 
takes place. 


The linearity of distinctively offset terrain features caused by past fault displacement are the primary 
source of evidence used by geologists to identify the location of faults. However, many historically 
damaging earthquakes have not produced recognized ground surface rupture. The time sequence of 
moderate to strong historic earthquakes (Richter magnitude equal to or greater than 5.5) within the 
San Francisco Bay Area since the early 19th century is shown in Figure 4.3-2 (Woodward-Clyde and 
Associates 1970). 
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The occurrence of an earthquake produces seismic waves, which radiate in all directions from the 
origin of the earthquake, or epicenter. The seismic waves cause groundshaking, which is typically 
strongest at the epicenter and diminishes (attenuates) as the waves move through the earth away from 
the source of the quake. The severity of groundshaking at any particular point is referred to as 
intensity and is a subjective measure of the effects of groundshaking on people, structures, and earth 
materials. Intensity is typically expressed by a Roman numeral in the Modified Mercalli Scale. A 
description of the observable effects in each of the Modified Mercalli Intensities (MMI) is presented 
in Table 4.3-1. The effects of groundshaking on structures depends on the design, quality of 
construction, and foundation materials of the structures, as well as distance from the source and 
shaking characteristics of the site soils. 


Table 4.3-1. Modified Mercalli Intensity Scale* (After Housner, 1970) 


Intensity Description of Observable Effects 


I Detected only by sensitive instruments 
II Felt by few persons at rest, especially on upper floors; delicate suspended objects may swing 
Il Felt noticeably indoors, but not always recognizes as an earthquake; standing cars rock slightly, 


vibration like passing truck 


IV Felt indoors by many, outdoors by a few; at night some awaken; dishes, windows, doors 
disturbed; cars rock noticeably 


Vv Felt by most people; some breakage of dishes, windows and plaster; disturbance of tall objects 
VI Felt by all; many are frightened and run outdoors; falling plaster and chimneys; damage small 
Vil Everybody runs outdoors; damage to buildings varies, depending on quality of construction; 


noticed by drivers of cars 


VIII Panel walls thrown out of frames; falls of walls, monuments, chimneys; sand and mud ejected; 
drivers of cars disturbed 


IX Buildings shifted off foundations, cracked, thrown out of plumb; ground cracked, underground 
pipes broken; serious damage to reservoirs and embankments 


x Most masonry and frame structures destroyed; ground cracked, rail bent slightly; landslides 

XI Few structures remain standing; bridges destroyed; fissures in ground; pipes broken; landslides, 
rails bent 

XII Damage total; waves seen on ground surface; lines of sight and level distorted; objects thrown 


into the air; large rock masses displaces 


* The intensity is a subjective measure of the effect of the ground shaking, and is not an engineering 
measure of the ground acceleration. 


Seismic waves and associated ground motion generated by earthquakes can also be detected and 
measured by instruments called seismographs and accelerometers. The measurement of the energy 
released at any point of origin, or epicenter, of an earthquake is referred to as the magnitude, which is 
generally expressed by a number on the Richter Magnitude Scale. The Richter Scale is logarithmic; 
each successively higher integer step in Richter magnitude reflects an increase of about 31.5 times 
the amount of energy released by an earthquake of the lesser integer. As such, the Richter magnitude 
is a specific measurement of the power of an earthquake as it occurs. The record of measurement of 
Richter magnitudes began in the late 1930s after seismographs were invented. 
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Estimates of the magnitude of earthquakes occurring prior to the development of seismographs and 
the Richter Magnitude Scale are made on the basis of historical accounts of the intensity of seismic 
events. The extent of damage and description of effects near and away from the source of an 
earthquake provide a basis of comparison with the effects of seismic events that have been more 
accurately measured in recent times. 


Many faults considered capable of generating damaging earthquakes did not produce seismic events 
during historic time. The time intervals between recurrences of individual earthquakes originating on 
many faults in California exceed the relatively short record of human history in the region. Estimates 
of the potential magnitude of future earthquakes on recognized faults are made by calculations based 
on the mapped distribution of earth materials in the area of the fault, measurement or estimation of 
the length of the fault and previous displacements along the fault (measured or inferred). 


The WSX Alternative alignment would be located within the seismically active San Francisco Bay 
Area. The seismicity of the San Francisco Bay Area is primarily related to the San Andreas fault 
system (SAFS), which forms the boundary between the North American and Pacific plates. The 
SAFS includes several major faults and fault zones including the San Andreas fault zone (SAFZ) the 
San Gregorio-Hosgri fault zone to west of San Francisco Bay, and the Hayward, Calaveras, Concord, 
and Greenville faults in the East Bay Hills and the Diablo Range. The rate of relative motion 
between the North American and Pacific Plates is estimated to be approximately 1.3 inches per year 
(Oppenheimer and MacGregor-Scott 1991). 


A portion of this motion is accommodated by movement along active faults in the region, expressed 
as earthquakes and fault creep. The remainder of the motion is stored as accumulated strain, which 
will eventually be released in future earthquakes. The major active and potentially active faults 
located in the study area are shown in Figure 4.3-3. These faults and their seismic potential are listed 
in Table 4.3-2 (California Department of Transportation 2001, Knudsen et al. 2000, Lawson 1908). 
The table presents estimates of the moment magnitude’ of the largest earthquakes expected to be 
released by each of the faults. The maximum earthquake that can be reasonably expected to occur 
within the present geologic framework along a fault is typically referred to as the maximum credible 
earthquake (MCE). The probability of an earthquake occurring along a fault is a function of the 
estimated time interval between earthquakes and the known or estimated date of the last major 
earthquake released by that fault. 


For many faults, accurate determinations of the date of the last major earthquake have not been 
made. The following section describes the characteristics of each of the recognized or suspected 
active and potentially active faults that could be the source of any earthquake that may affect the 
WSX Alternative. 


* Moment is a physical quantity proportional to the slip on the fault times the area of the fault surface that slips; it is 
related to the total energy released. The moment can be estimated from seismograms (and also from geodetic 
measurements). The moment is then converted into a number similar to other earthquake magnitudes by a standard 
formula. The result is called the moment magnitude. 
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Active Faults 


The Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zones Act of 1972 (the Alquist-Priolo Act) was passed by the 
California legislature to address the hazards of surface rupture along seismically active faults within 
the state. Renamed in 1994 as the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act, the Act charges the 
State Geologist with identifying active faults within the state and delineating earthquake fault zones 
around such faults to indicate where surface fault rupture is most likely to occur. The State of 
California defines an active fault as one that shows evidence of surface displacement within the last 
11,000 years (Hart 1990). Most of the recognized active faults within the San Francisco Bay Area 
are associated with the SAFS. The SAFS includes several well-studied faults and fault zones and 
some less well-understood subsidiary faults. Each of the major regional active faults described 
below is considered capable of generating earthquakes that could produce moderate to strong 
groundshaking in the WSX Alternative corridor. 


Hayward Fault Zone 


The Hayward fault zone (HFZ), which extends approximately 55 miles from San Jose northwestward 
to Point Pinole, is a right-lateral strike slip fault zone within the SAFS. The fault zone is expressed 
by active seismicity, including large historic earthquakes, active fault creep, and abundant 
geomorphic evidence of fault rupture. In 1868, a major historic earthquake with an estimated Richter 
magnitude of 6.8 occurred along the HFZ (Steinbrugge et al. 1987). 


Observation of offset cultural features and geodetic measurements across the HFZ document constant 
slippage (creep) occurring along the fault. Relatively high slip rates (0.31 to 0.39 inch per year) 
characterize a 2.5-mile stretch of the fault in southern Fremont, including the southern portion of the 
WSX Alternative alignment (Bonilla 1966, Borchardt 1990, Mualchin 1996). In Fremont Central 
Park area, the creep rate is estimated to be about 0.24 inch per year, consistent with local geodetic 
measurements and longer-term geologic and slip rates. 


The WSX Alternative is located near the center of the southern segment of the HFZ. The fault zone 
trends northwest-southeast, crossing the northern portion of the WSX Alternative alignment just 
south of Walnut Avenue and again just north of Washington Boulevard. The rate of fault creep in the 
vicinity of the Walnut Avenue and Washington Boulevard crossings was recently estimated to be 
0.21 +0.01 inch/year and 0.32 + 0.04 inch/year, respectively (William Lettis & Associates 2003). 
Southward from Washington Boulevard, the orientation of the fault and the WSX Alternative 
alignment diverge, separated by a distance of approximately 3,000 feet at the southern end of the 
alignment. 


The HFZ is considered capable of producing the next major earthquake in the San Francisco Bay 
Area. Considering that the distance of the WSX Alternative from the HFZ is essentially zero, the 
estimated peak ground acceleration (PGA) produced at the site during the expected magnitude 

7.5 MCE should be 0.7g, assuming soil type D® for the entire action alignment (California 
Department of Transportation 2001, Knudsen et al. 2000). The estimated probability for earthquakes 
of magnitude equal to or greater than 6.7 in the 30 years between 2000 and 2030 on Hayward fault 
system is 32% (Woodward-Clyde and Associates 1970). The amount of total surface displacement 


3 Soil type D includes some Quaternary muds, sands, gravels, silts and mud. Significant amplification of shaking by 
these soils is generally expected. 
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that would occur along the southern Hayward fault at the Washington Boulevard crossing as a result 
of a magnitude 7.0 earthquake would be about 0.7 feet, with a range of possible displacements of 
between 0 and 2.0 feet (William Lettis & Associates 2003). The total amount of surface 
displacement that would occur along the southern Hayward fault at the Walnut Avenue crossing 
during a similar magnitude earthquake would be about 2.3 feet, with possible displacements ranging 
from 1.0 to 4.6 feet (William Lettis & Associates 2003). 


San Andreas Fault Zone 


The SAFZ, a complex right-lateral strike slip fault zone, extends over more than 600 miles from the 
Gulf of California in Mexico to Cape Mendocino in northern California. The SAFZ is located 
approximately 18 miles southwest of the WSX Alternative area (Lawson 1908). 


In the Bay Area, the SAFZ has produced earthquakes in 1836 (Richter magnitude 6.4), 1838 (Richter 
magnitude 7.4), and the 1906 San Francisco Earthquake (Richter magnitude 8.3 and MMI VII to X) 
(Sadigh et al. 1997). In addition, the Loma Prieta Earthquake in 1989 occurred along the SAFZ. It 
had a measured Richter magnitude of 7.1 and produced MMI VI in the area of the WSX Alternative 
alignment (U.S. Department of Agriculture 1981). 


The San Francisco segment of the SAFZ is expected to produce an earthquake of Richter magnitude 
6.7 or greater, with a probability of 21%, between now and the year 2030 (Woodward-Clyde and 
Associates 1970). According to the California Seismic Hazard Map by Mualchin (1996), the 
Maximum Credible Earthquake (MCE) for SAFZ is on the order of Magnitude 8.0 (Lawson 1908). 
Based on distance from the SAFZ, the estimated PGA produced at the WSX Alternative alignment 
during the expected Magnitude 8.0 MCE would be 0.32g (California Department of Transportation 
2001, Knudsen 2000). 


Calaveras Fault Zone 


The Calaveras fault zone (CFZ) is located east of the HFZ, approximately 5 miles east of the WSX 
Alternative alignment (Lawson 1908). Recorded seismicity in the vicinity of the fault includes more 
than 50 earthquakes with MMI of V or greater in the period 1930 to 1972. Historic earthquakes of 
Richter magnitude 6 or greater originated from the CFZ include events in 1897, 1911, 1979, and 
1984. The CFZ is expected to produce an earthquake event of Richter magnitude 6.7 or greater, with 
a probability of 18%, between now and the year 2030 (Woodward-Clyde and Associates 1970). 


Seal Cove-San Gregorio-Hosgri Fault Zone 


The Seal Cove-San Gregorio-Hosgri fault zone (SC-SG-HFZ), alternatively referred to as San 
Gregorio-Palo Colorado fault zone, forms a belt of faulting and seismicity located west of and 
unparallel to the SAFZ. Although the majority of the fault zone’s nearly 240-mile length lies 
offshore, the San Gregorio segment of the zone offsets late Quaternary deposits in the Pigeon Point 
area north of Santa Cruz. An MCE of Richter magnitude 7 has been estimated for the San Gregorio 
segment (Greensfelder 1974). Rupture of the entire length of the SC-SG-HFZ could potentially 
generate an earthquake of Magnitude 8.5 (Coppersmith and Griggs 1978). The fault zone lies 
approximately 28 miles west of the WSX Alternative alignment (Lawson 1908). An MCE could 
produce MMI intensity VIII shaking and 0.18g PGA along the WSX Alternative alignment 
(California Department of Transportation 2001, Knudsen et al. 2000). The San Gregorio segment of 
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the fault is expected to produce an earthquake of Richter magnitude 6.7 or greater, with a probability 
of 10%, between now and the year 2030 (Woodward-Clyde and Associates 1970). 


Sargent Fault 


The Sargent fault forms the southwest boundary of a broad belt of southwest-dipping thrust and high- 
angle reverse faults on the eastern flank of the southern Santa Cruz Mountains, east of the SAFZ. 
The 4.9 Magnitude Gilroy Earthquake of May 13, 2002 originated on the Castro fault, a strand of the 
Sargent fault. The MCE on the Sargent fault is estimated to be Moment Magnitude 7.1 on the basis 
of fault length and estimated slip rate (San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 1991). The 
recognized active portion of the fault is located approximately 25 miles southwest of the WSX 
Alternative alignment (Lawson 1908). The estimated groundshaking along the WSX Alternative 
alignment associated with an MCE of the Sargent fault is expected to be equivalent to a PGA of 
approximately 0.14g (California Department of Transportation 2001, Knudsen et al. 2000). 


Greenville Fault Zone 


The Greenville fault zone (GFZ) has been interpreted as being the easternmost of the major branches 
of the SAFS. The GFZ is a 90-mile-long system of northwest trending fault segments including the 
Clayton, Marsh Creek, Greenville, and Arroyo Mocho segments. Historic seismicity within the GFZ 
includes a swarm of earthquakes in January 1980. Estimates of the MCE for the GFZ range from 
Moment Magnitude 6.8 to 7.25. The occurrence of a Magnitude 7.25 earthquake on this fault, which 
is approximately 19 miles east of the WSX Alternative alignment, would generate a PGA of 
approximately 0.23g (California Department of Transportation 2001, Knudsen et al. 2000). The 
associated MMI could be as high as VII. There is a 6% probability that this fault will produce an 
earthquake event of Richter magnitude 6.7 or greater between now and 2030 (Woodward-Clyde and 
Associates 1970). 


Green Valley-Concord Fault Zone 


The Green Valley and Concord faults are the primary faults of a 2-mile-wide complex fault zone 
located approximately 25 miles northeast of the WSX Alternative alignment. Active seismicity and 
fault creep (noted in Concord) have been observed along the zone (Ellsworth et al. 1982). Historic 
seismicity in the fault zone includes a Richter magnitude 5.4 event in 1955. A swarm of earthquakes 
in 1989, centered near Alamo, appears to have occurred on a fault between the Concord and 
Calaveras faults, suggesting a link between the two major fault zones (Nilsen et al. 1979). The 
estimated MCE for the Concord fault is estimated to be 6.5 (Lawson 1908), and the associated PGA 
is expected to be 0.11g along the WSX Alternative alignment (California Department of 
Transportation 2001, Knudsen et al. 2000). There is a probability of 6% for Green Valley and 
Concord faults to produce an earthquake event of Richter magnitude 6.7 or greater between now and 
the year 2030 (Woodward-Clyde and Associates 1970). 


Monte Vista East-Monte Vista West Fault Zone 


The Monte Vista East/West (MVE/MVW) faults compose a system of reverse faults located on the 
southwest side of the Santa Clara Valley, just east of the SAFZ. The California Seismic Hazard Map 
(1996) indicates that the MCE for the MVE/MVW faults is expected to be Magnitude 6.5. The 
recognized active portions of MVE/MVW faults are located approximately 12.5 and 14 miles 
respectively southwest of the WSX Alternative alignment (Lawson 1908). The estimated 
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groundshaking along the WSX Alternative alignment associated with an MCE occurring on these 
faults should be equivalent to a PGA of approximately 0.24g and 0.21g, for the east and west 
segments, respectively (California Department of Transportation 2001, Knudsen et al. 2000). 


Other Potentially Active Faults 


Numerous potentially active faults have been identified in the San Francisco Bay Area. The 
potentially active faults significant to the assessment of seismic risks in the Fremont area include the 
Silver Creek, Mission, and Shannon faults. These potentially active faults may be the source of 
moderate to large earthquakes at some time in the future. However, there is currently insufficient 
data to specify MCEs for these faults. 


Paleontological Resources 


Paleontological resources are defined as fossilized remains of prehistoric vertebrate and invertebrate 
organisms; fossil tracks and trackways; and plant fossils. Fossils are important scientific and 
educational resources because of their use in 


= Documenting the presence and evolutionary history of particular groups of organisms, some of 
which are now extinct; 


= Reconstructing the environments in which these organisms lived; and 


m Determining the relative ages of the strata in which they occur and the timing of past geologic 
events. 


In many cases, the decision on how to manage paleontological resources must be based on the 
potential or likelihood that such resources are present at a specific site, because the actual situation 
cannot be known until construction excavation is underway. The Society of Vertebrate Paleontology 
(SVP) describes the likelihood that a particular geologic unit or a particular area supports significant 
paleontological resources as its sensitivity for paleontological resources. Sensitivity is evaluated as 
high, low, or undetermined, and SVP’s recommended treatment to ensure adequate and appropriate 
protection of paleontological resources depends on the identified level of sensitivity, as summarized 
in Table 4.3-3. 


Table 4.3-3 Recommended Treatment of Paleontological Resources Based on Paleontological 
Sensitivity 


Sensitivity Category Definition Recommended Treatment 
High potential Areas underlain by rock units m Preliminary survey and surface salvage before 
(High sensitivity) from which vertebrate or construction begins. 


significant invertebrate fossils 
or suites of plant fossils have 
been recovered. 


@ Monitoring and salvage during construction. 


m Specimen preparation; identification, cataloging, 
curation, and storage of materials recovered. 


™ Preparation of final report describing finds and 
discussing their significance. 


All work should be supervised by a professional 
paleontologist who maintains the necessary collecting 
permits and repository agreements. 
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Sensitivity Category Definition Recommended Treatment 

Undetermined potential Areas underlain by m Preliminary field surveys by a qualified vertebrate 

(Undetermined sedimentary rock units for paleontologist to assess project area’s sensitivity. 

sensitivity) which little information is . . . eee 
available. m Design and implementation of mitigation if 

needed, based on results of field survey. 

Low potential Areas underlain by deposits Protection and salvage are generally not required. 

(Low sensitivity) that are not known to have However, a qualified paleontologist should be 
produced a substantial body of _ contacted if fossils are discovered during construction, 
significant paleontologic in order to salvage finds and assess the need for 
material. further mitigation. 


Source: Society of Vertebrate Paleontology Conformable Impact Mitigation Guidelines Committee, 1995 


As discussed previously, Figure 4.3-1 presents a generalized geologic map of Quaternary deposits in 
the Fremont area. As shown, the proposed WSX alignment and new station locations are situated 
primarily on alluvial deposits ranging in age from Pleistocene (approximately 1.8 million to 11,500 
years old) to Holocene (younger than 11,500 years). 


The following sections describe the geologic units exposed along the WSX alignment, and their 
known and inferred paleontological resources. The paleontological sensitivity of each geologic unit 
is also evaluated. Consistent with SVP’s guidelines Society of Vertebrate Paleontology Conformable 
Impact Mitigation Guidelines Committee 1995, note that all vertebrate fossils are categorized as 
being of significant scientific value and all stratigraphic units in which vertebrate fossils have 
previously been found, or are likely to be found, are considered highly sensitive for paleontological 
resources. 


Pleistocene Units 


Various systems of formal and informal nomenclature have been used for the Pleistocene units of the 
Fremont area, and one of the challenges in evaluating paleontological sensitivity is to establish the 
relationship between the various systems. 


The name Irvington Gravels (Savage 1951) has been applied to a sequence of poorly consolidated, 
clast-supported conglomerates with minor fine-grained material (Holland and Allen 2000) that is 
locally exposed along the Hayward fault trend in Fremont. The Irvington Gravels are likely 
equivalent to Pleistocene portions of the alluvial aquifer sequence in the regionally important Niles 
Cone groundwater subbasin (see California Department of Water Resources 2004), implying that 
they or equivalent strata are extensive in the subsurface. The unit is believed to record deposition in 
a braided stream environment between about 1.5 and 0.15 million years ago (Albert 1999, Graymer 
and Lienkaemper 2002). 


The Irvington Gravels have yielded a diverse vertebrate fossil assemblage that includes mammoths, 
musk oxen, horses, camels, ground sloths, ground squirrels, deer, dire wolves, elk, and saber-toothed 
cats. Of 18 different mammals identified from the deposits, 50% are extinct (Savage 1951). Savage 
(1951) named the assemblage the Irvington fauna and suggested that it represented one of the best 
examples of early Pleistocene terrestrial life in the western United States. The Irvington Gravels are 
the type section for the Irvingtonian Stage of the widely applied North American Land Mammal 
Chronology (Savage 1951, Graymer 1995). 
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Vertebrate fossils have been recovered from the Irvington Gravels at several sites near what is now 
the Irvington District in the City of Fremont (e.g., Savage 1951, Blueford and Belasky 2005). Figure 
4.3-4 shows the vicinity of three sites that have yielded materials now housed at the University of 
California Museum of Paleontology in Berkeley. Additional fossil materials from the Irvington 
Gravels are on display at the Math/Science Nucleus in Fremont. 


The paleontological sensitivity of the Irvington Gravels is considered high, because of the diversity 
and richness of the fossils recovered from the unit to date. There is an additional degree of 
sensitivity associated with the unit (and its fossil contents) because of its role as the stratotype for the 
Irvingtonian Stage, and thus as a resource of concern to paleontologists nationwide, if not worldwide. 
The paleontological sensitivity of other units in the project area believed to be equivalent or partially 
equivalent to the Irvington Gravels is also considered high; this includes all Pleistocene materials in 
the project area. The Latest Pleistocene alluvial fan deposits (Qpf) as mapped by Knudsen et al. 
2000 are considered especially likely to contain significant paleontological resources in the project 
area. 


Latest Pleistocene to Holocene Units 


Latest Pleistocene to Holocene alluvial fan deposits (Qf) as mapped by Knudsen et al. consist of 
moderately to poorly sorted and bedded sand, gravel, silt, and clay deposited on gently inclined fan 
surfaces (Knudsen et al. 2000). This unit is considered likely to contain vertebrate fossils, because 
California’s Pleistocene alluvium commonly contains vertebrate materials. For instance, vertebrate 
fossils—including mammoth, bison, ground sloth, and the horse Equus—have been recovered from 
Late Pleistocene alluvium near Las Positas College, approximately 4 miles northwest of the City of 
Livermore (Savage 1951, Barlock 1988). Because of its potential to contain vertebrate fossils, 
Knudsen et al.’s Qf unit is considered to have high sensitivity for paleontological resources. 


Holocene Units 


As discussed previously and shown in Figure 4.3-1, Knudsen et al. (2000) have mapped the 
following units of Holocene age (younger than about 11,500 years) in the project area: 


m Alluvial fan deposits, fine facies (Qhff), 

m Holocene basin deposits (Qhb), and 

m Alluvial fan deposits of latest Holocene age (younger than 1,000 years) (Qhfy). 

Many paleontologists consider Holocene biologic remains too young to qualify as fossils in the strict 
sense (e.g., Doyle 1996). Using this definition, the Holocene units of the project area are too young 


to contain fossils sensu stricto, and no “fossil” (sensu lato) materials have been reported from them. 
Consequently, the paleontological sensitivity of these units is considered low in the project area. 


4.3.3 Regulatory Setting 


The following federal and state laws, regulations, ordinances, and rules are related to geologic 
hazards and the construction and operation of the WSX Alternative. 
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4.3.3.1 Federal 


Section 402 of the Clean Water Act 


Amendments in 1987 to the federal Clean Water Act (CWA) added Section 402, which establishes a 
framework for regulating municipal and industrial stormwater discharges under the National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program. Under the CWA and implementing 
regulations, any construction activity, including earthwork, that disturbs 1 acre or more must obtain 
coverage under the state’s General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction 
Activity (General Permit). See Section 4.5, Hydrology, for a more detailed description of Section 
402 of the CWA. 


Federal Antiquities Act of 1906 


The federal Antiquities Act of 1906 was enacted with the primary goal of protecting cultural 
resources in the United States. As such, it explicitly prohibits appropriation, excavation, injury, and 
destruction of “any historic or prehistoric ruin or monument, or any object of antiquity” located on 
lands owned or controlled by the federal government, without permission of the secretary of the 
federal department with jurisdiction. It also establishes criminal penalties, including fines and/or 
imprisonment, for these acts. Neither the Antiquities Act itself nor its implementing regulations 
(Title 43, Code of Federal Regulations [CFR], Part 3) specifically mentions paleontological 
resources. However, several federal agencies—including the National Park Service, the Bureau of 
Land Management, and the U.S. Forest Service—have interpreted objects of antiquity as including 
fossils. Consequently, the Antiquities Act represents an early cornerstone for efforts to protect the 
nation’s paleontological resources. 


Paleontological Resources Preservation Act 


The federal Paleontological Resources Preservation Act of 2002 (PRPA) was specifically intended to 
codify the generally accepted practice of limiting collection of vertebrate fossils and other rare and 
scientifically significant fossils to qualified researchers who obtain a permit from the appropriate 
state or federal agency and agree to donate any materials recovered to recognized public institutions 
where they will remain accessible to the public and to other researchers. The PRPA incorporates the 
following key findings of a recent report issued by the Secretary of the Interior with input from staff 
of the Smithsonian Institution, USGS, various federal land management agencies, paleontological 
experts, and the public (Society of Vertebrate Paleontology 2003). 


= Most vertebrate fossils, and some fossils of other types (invertebrates, plants) represent a rare 
resource. 


m Illegal collection and theft of fossil materials from public lands is a serious problem; penalties for 
fossil theft should be strengthened. 


m Effective stewardship requires accurate information; federal fossil collections should be 
preserved and made available for research and educational use. 


m= Federal management of fossil resources should emphasize opportunities for public involvement. 
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4.3.3.2 State 


Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act 


California’s Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (P.R.C. Sec. 2621 et seq.), originally 
enacted in 1972 as the Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zones Act, is intended to reduce the risk to life 
and property from surface fault rupture during earthquakes. The Alquist-Priolo Act prohibits the 
location of most types of structures intended for human occupancy across the traces of active faults 
and strictly regulates construction in the corridors along active faults (Earthquake Fault Zones). It 
also defines criteria for identifying active faults, giving legal weight to terms such as active, and 
establishes a process for reviewing building proposals in and adjacent to Earthquake Fault Zones. 


Under the Alquist-Priolo Act, faults are zoned and construction along or across them is strictly 
regulated if they are “sufficiently active” and “well-defined.” A fault is considered sufficiently 
active if one or more of its segments or strands shows evidence of surface displacement during 
Holocene time (defined for purposes of the Alquist-Priolo Act as referring to approximately the last 
11,000 years). A fault is considered well defined if its trace can be clearly identified by a trained 
geologist at the ground surface or in the shallow subsurface, using standard professional techniques, 
criteria, and judgment (Hart and Bryant 1997). 


Seismic Hazards Mapping Act 


Like the Alquist-Priolo Act, the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act of 1990 (PRC Sections 2690-2699.6) 
is intended to reduce damage resulting from earthquakes. While the Alquist-Priolo Act addresses 
surface fault rupture, the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act addresses other earthquake-related hazards, 
including strong groundshaking, liquefaction, and seismically induced landslides. Its provisions are 
similar in concept to those of the Alquist-Priolo Act: the state is charged with identifying and 
mapping areas at risk of strong groundshaking, liquefaction, landslides, and other corollary hazards; 
and cities and counties are required to regulate development within mapped Seismic Hazard Zones. 


Under the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act, permit review is the primary mechanism for local 
regulation of development. Specifically, cities and counties are prohibited from issuing development 
permits for sites within Seismic Hazard Zones until appropriate site-specific geologic or geotechnical 
investigations have been carried out and measures to reduce potential damage have been incorporated 
into the development plans. 


California Building Standards Code 


The State of California’s minimum standards for structural design and construction are given in the 
California Building Standards Code (CBSC) (24 CCR). The CBSC is based on the UBC 
(International Code Council 1997), which is used widely throughout United States (generally adopted 
on a state-by-state or district-by-district basis) and has been modified for California conditions with 
numerous, more detailed, or more stringent regulations. CBSC requires that “classification of the 
soil at each building site shall be determined when required by the building official” and that “the 
classification shall be based on observation and any necessary test of the materials disclosed by 
borings or excavations.” In addition, the CBSC states that “the soil classification and design-bearing 
capacity shall be shown on the (building) plans, unless the foundation conforms to specified 
requirements.” The CBSC provides standards for various aspects of construction, including but not 
limited to excavation, grading, and earthwork construction; fills and embankments; expansive soils; 
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foundation investigations; and liquefaction potential and soil strength loss. In accordance with 
California law, certain aspects of the action would be required to comply with all provisions of the 
CBSC. 


California Public Resources Codes and Regulations 


Several sections of the California Public Resources Code protect paleontological resources. Section 
5097.5 prohibits “knowing and willful” excavation, removal, destruction, injury, and defacement of 
any paleontologic feature on public lands (lands under state, county, city, district, or public authority 
jurisdiction, or the jurisdiction of a public corporation), except where the agency with jurisdiction has 
granted express permission. The sections of the Code relating to the State Division of Beaches and 
Parks afford protection to geologic features and “paleontological materials” but grant the director of 
the state park system authority to issue permits for specific activities that may result in damage to 
such resources, if the activities are in the interest of the state park system and for state park purposes 
(14 California Code of Regulations Sections 4307-4309). 


4.3.3.3 Local Regulations and Plans 
City of Fremont 


The Fremont General Plan (City of Fremont 1991) does not contain a heritage or cultural resources 
element. However, Appendix I of the General Plan, which lists Primary Historic Resources 
recognized by Fremont Council Resolution 5463, includes the Irvington “fossil beds” along the I-680 
corridor between Sabercat Road and Middlefield Avenue. Thus, the General Plan indirectly 
recognizes the importance of the Irvington Gravels to the City’s civic identity. 


4.3.4 Environmental Consequences and Mitigation 
Measures 


4.3.4.1 Methodology for Analysis of Environmental 
Consequences 


Effects related to geology, soils, and associated hazards were analyzed qualitatively, based on 
professional judgment and a review of best available geologic, seismic, and soil information for the 
action area and vicinity. Analysis focused on the potential of the various alternatives to increase the 
risk of personal injury, loss of life, and damage to property as a result of existing and reasonably 
foreseeable geologic, seismic, and soil conditions in the study area. 
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4.3.4.2 Alternative-Specific Environmental Analysis 
Impact Related to Operation of the WSX Alternative 


Impact G-1—Potential impacts resulting from earthquake-induced ground shaking and 
ground rupture. 


WSX Alternative. The WSX Alternative alignment crosses the active HFZ at two separate 
locations, once directly southeast of Walnut Avenue and once northwest of Washington Boulevard 
(Figures 4.3-5a and 4.3-5b). 


The HFZ is considered capable of producing the next major earthquake in the San Francisco Bay 
Area. The estimated probability for earthquakes of magnitude 6.7 or greater on the Hayward fault 
system in the 30 years between 2000 and 2030 is 32% (Woodward-Clyde and Associates 1970). 
Considering that the distance of the WSX Alternative from the HFZ is essentially zero, the estimated 
peak ground acceleration (PGA) produced at the site during the expected magnitude 7.5 MCE should 
be 0.7g, assuming soil type D for the entire action alignment (California Department of 
Transportation 2001, Knudsen et al. 2000). The results of recent, project-specific fault investigations 
indicate that a magnitude 7.0 earthquake along the southern segment of the HFZ could cause surface 
displacement of up to 4.6 feet at the Walnut Avenue crossing, and surface displacement of up to 2.1 
feet at the Washington Boulevard crossing (William Lettis & Associates 2003). 


Ground shaking and surface displacement of this magnitude could cause substantial damage to the 
WSX rails at the proposed fault crossings and could damage any other structures built on top of or in 
the vicinity of an active fault trace of the Hayward fault. In addition, existing underground utility 
pipes and cables extending across active traces of the Hayward fault could be deformed and rupture. 
Secondary rupture of nearby utilities should also be expected. The following mitigation measures 
would help minimize these impacts. 


Mitigation Measure G-1—Conduct geotechnical surveys to accurately locate the 
primary and secondary traces of the HFZ. BART will conduct geotechnical and 
geological surveys to accurately locate the primary and secondary traces of the Hayward fault 
relative to the WSX Alternative alignment. 


Mitigation Measure G-2—Design and construct BART tracks on engineered 
embankments. In general, engineered earthen embankments are more tolerant of the 
differential fault movement than are rigid structures that could otherwise be used to support 
elevated BART tracks. Accordingly, segments of the proposed BART tracks that cross 
known traces of the HFZ will be constructed on engineered earthen embankments instead of 
rigid structures. The embankment design will be prepared in accordance with the BART 
Extensions Program Design Criteria, Volume II, 1990, and specific recommendations 
developed for the fault crossing near Walnut Avenue (Bay Area Transit Consultants 1989). 
The design criteria established for the Walnut Avenue crossing will include adequate crest 
width to accommodate track realignment that could become necessary due to fault rupture 
and/or fault creep, 2:1 side slopes, and removal of unstable foundation materials. 


Mitigation Measure G-3—Design and construct proposed alignment excavations to 
accommodate future track repair and realignment. Where the WSX Alternative 
alignment crosses the fault approximately 300 feet north of Washington Boulevard, it would 
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be located within an excavation approximately 4 to 6 feet below the existing ground surface. 
The excavation will be designed and constructed with sufficient width to accommodate track 
repair and realignment that would be necessary if the tracks were deformed by fault rupture 
and/or fault creep. The embankments of the excavation will be constructed in accordance 
with BART seismic design criteria. These design criteria will minimize damage and 
facilitate repair in the event of seismic shaking. 


Mitigation Measure G-4—Implement redundant emergency response measures from 
the BART Emergency Plan. In the event of an earthquake, BART will implement 
redundant emergency response measures of the BART Emergency Plan to reduce the 
potential for train derailment following an earthquake. Strong motion sensors currently in 
use throughout the BART system are proposed for each passenger station included as part of 
the WSX Alternative. In the event of an earthquake, the strong motion sensors would trigger 
an emergency operation procedure, which would require that all trains proceed in manual 
operation at a maximum speed of 25 miles per hour to the nearest station. The trains would 
be held at the stations until the tracks and structures throughout the area affected by the 
earthquake have been inspected by the BART engineering staff and subcontractors. If fault 
rupture or seismically induced ground failures result in the deformation of the tracks, power 
to trains in the affected area would be automatically cut off, further reducing the potential for 
derailment. 


No-Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, no new elements associated with the 
WSX Alternative would be introduced and therefore no adverse effects would occur on project- 
related facilities from earthquake-induced ground shaking and ground rupture. 


Impact G-2—Potential impacts resulting from fault creep within the Hayward fault zone. 


WSX Alternative. The WSX Alternative alignment crosses the active HFZ at two separate 
locations, once directly southeast of Walnut Avenue and once northwest of Washington Boulevard 
(Figures 4.3-5a and 4.3-5b). The rate of fault creep in the vicinity of the Walnut Avenue and 
Washington Boulevard crossings was recently estimated to be 0.21 £0.01 inch/year and 0.32 + 0.04 
inch/year, respectively (William Lettis & Associates 2003). 


Fault creep can be expected to continue throughout the operational life of the WSX Alternative. 
Active creep and/or subsidence on the western and eastern traces of the HFZ could result in 
incremental displacement and deformation of the proposed trackway where the proposed alignment 
crosses the HFZ. The cumulative deformation of the tracks could present safety hazards, particularly 
for trains operating at high speeds. Train derailment could result if track deformation caused by fault 
creep is not corrected by realignment. The following mitigation measures would reduce the impact 
of fault creep. 


Mitigation Measure G-5—Perform periodic track and structure inspection, track 
alignment surveys, and reports of adverse track conditions by train operators. BART 
will implement a track maintenance program during operation of the WSX Alternative. The 
track maintenance program includes periodic inspection of tracks and associated structures, 
track alignment surveys, and reports of adverse track conditions by train operators. 


Track inspections are currently conducted throughout the BART system on a weekly basis by 
a professional maintenance staff. Track alignment surveys will be conducted semiannually 
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by BART survey crews to determine when track alignment displacements are approaching 
tolerance levels established by BART. Measurement of track displacements will also be 
performed monthly by a specially designed laser geometry car currently used by BART to 
monitor track conditions at the Berkeley Hills tunnel, the location of an existing track that 
crosses the HFZ. All monitoring of track displacements will be documented and compiled in 
a file maintained by BART surveying staff. In addition to regular track alignment inspection, 
reports by BART train operators will be used to identify track conditions that could adversely 
affect train performance. 


To reduce the potential for train derailments, damaged and deformed tracks will be repaired 
and/or realigned when unacceptable amounts of deformation are detected. 


Mitigation Measure G-6—Design proposed structures to accommodate fault creep. 
Proposed structures placed directly across known traces of the HFZ (e.g., Tule Pond) will be 
constructed on extra-wide, mechanically stabilized earth embankments designed to 
accommodate incremental displacements resulting from fault creep. Additionally, specially 
designed splice boxes will be placed on both sides of fault to provide flexibility for power 
and communications cables, which will minimize damage from fault creep. 


No-Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, no new elements associated with the 
proposed WSX Alternative would be introduced, and therefore no project-related effects would occur 
related to fault creep along the HFZ. 


Impact G-3 — Potential impacts resulting from expansive soils. 


WSX Alternative. The surface soils that occur along the WSX Alternative alignment are 
moderately to highly expansive. Expansive soils could potentially damage foundations, pavements, 
retaining walls, and other rigid structures installed as part of the WSX Alternative. The following 
mitigation measure would minimize this impact. 


Mitigation Measure G-7—Design proposed structures to account for potential soil 
expansion. Standard engineering practices will be implemented where necessary to 
minimize the potential for damage from expansive soils. The specific practices used will be 
selected during the final design stages of the WSX Alternative, but may involve the treatment 
of expansive soils with lime to reduce expansion potential, the installation of structures that 
can withstand pressures generated by expansive soils, and/or the replacement of expansive 
soils with non-expansive fill material. 


No-Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, no new elements associated with the 
proposed WSX Alternative would be introduced and no impacts from expansive soils would occur on 
project-related facilities. 


Impact G-4—Potential impacts resulting from soil compression. 


WSX Alternative. The marsh deposits located in the area of Tule Pond and Lake Elizabeth contain 
large quantities of organic material and are poorly consolidated. As such, they are considered to be 
relatively compressible. The placement of fill in these areas could cause the marsh deposits to 
compress. The resulting ground settlement could damage overlying structures that are included 
under the WSX Alternative, and could cause personal injury to people occupying these facilities. The 
following mitigation measures would minimize this impact. 
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Mitigation Measure G-8—Implement appropriate design criteria to minimize the 
potential for detrimental soil compression and ground settlement. The proposed 
embankment near Walnut Avenue will be designed and constructed in accordance with the 
requirements of the BART Extension Program Design Criteria and the CBSC. Organic soils 
and organic-rich sediments located in the area will be excavated and removed from the action 
area prior to construction. Under no circumstances will organic soils and organic-rich 
sediments be used as fill material. 


BART may also choose to implement other engineering practices designed to reduce the 
potential for soil compression and settlement. The specific practices used will be selected 
during the final design stages of the WSX Alternative, but may involve the installation of 
wick drains and/or cement deep soil mixing or surcharge. 


Mitigation Measure G-9—Monitor ground settlement during operation of the WSX 
Alternative. BART surveying staff will monitor settlement and track alignment along the 
proposed embankment south of Walnut Avenue during operation of the proposed action. 


No-Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, no new elements associated with the 
proposed WSX Alternative would be introduced, and no impacts from soil compression would occur. 


Impact G-5—Potential impacts on paleontological resources as a result of WSX construction 
activities. Project construction would entail a number of ground-disturbing activities with the 
potential to damage or destroy paleontological resources, including significant resources, that may be 
present on work sites. These include site preparation; various types of earthwork, including but not 
limited to subway excavation; and drilling for piers/pilings. 


WSX Alternative. All Pleistocene units in the project area are highly sensitive for paleontological 
resources, and there is a potential for significant impacts to these resources during construction of 
two segments along the alignment: 


= North of Stevenson Boulevard to the South Ventilation Structure: Logs of exploratory 
borings from geotechnical investigations performed for the proposed project suggest that older 
(Pleistocene) alluvium will be encountered during construction of the tunnel near Stevenson 
Boulevard. Specifically, the section of the proposed subway alignment that descends beneath the 
surface approximately 250 feet (76 meters) north of Stevenson Boulevard, extending to the south 
ventilation Structure located approximately 1,200 feet (366 meters) south of Stevenson 
Boulevard. 


= Paseo Padre Parkway south to Blacow Road, and southern terminus area. The portion of 
the alignment from approximately Paseo Padre Parkway south to approximately Blacow Road is 
located in areas mapped as Qpf ( Pleistocene alluvial fan deposits) and Qf (Latest Pleistocene to 
Holocene alluvial fan deposits) by Knudsen et al. (2000) (see Figure 4.3-1). From Blacow Road 
to approximately the southern terminus, the WSX alignment would cross outcrops of Latest 
Pleistocene to Holocene alluvial fan deposits and Latest Holocene alluvial fan deposits (Figure 
4.3-1), including previously studied vertebrate-bearing Pleistocene strata (Savage 1951). The 
southern terminus is located in Qf deposits (Knudsen et al. 2000). As discussed above, the Qpf 
and Qf units are considered highly sensitive for paleontological resources. 


Mitigation Measure G-10—Identify Pleistocene units before construction. BART will 
work with the project engineering design and geotechnical contractors to ensure that sites or 
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areas where construction could impact Pleistocene units are identified before construction 
begins. 


Mitigation Measure G-11— Provide paleontological monitoring for construction 
activities with potential to disturb Pleistocene units. Once construction begins, the 
paleontological monitor will be on site during all ground-disturbing activities in areas in 
which potential impacts to units of known or potential Pleistocene-age material in the surface 
or subsurface material could occur. BART will retain a qualified professional paleontologist* 
to provide monitoring services during ground-disturbing site preparation and construction 
activities including, but not necessarily limited to, vegetation clearing, excavation, and 
drilling. Where Pleistocene materials are exposed at the ground surface, the paleontological 
monitor will conduct preliminary survey and, if significant paleontological materials are 
found, surface salvage before site preparation and construction begin. The goal of salvage 
operations will be to ensure that any paleontological materials exposed at the surface are 
recovered and properly prepared and curated, or protected from damage using exclusion 
fencing or other appropriate means. Any exclusion fencing or other protective measures will 
be designed by the paleontological monitor in consultation with BART, to ensure that it 
adequately protects significant resources without unnecessarily impeding construction 
activities. Once construction begins, the paleontological monitor will be on site during all 
ground-disturbing activities in specified areas. 


Specific areas where paleontological monitoring will be required include, but are not limited 
to, the northern section of the WSX alignment from approximately 250 feet (76 meters) north 
of Stevenson Boulevard to the northern ventilation structure (CPS) approximately 1,200 feet 
(366 meters) south of Stevenson Boulevard for the subway section; and the southern section 
of the alignment from 300 feet south of Paseo Padre Parkway to Blacow Road for the at- 
grade portion of the alignment, and the area near the southern terminus. In addition, cutting 
recovery will be monitored at sites where piers, pilings, or other features require drilling into 
units of known or potential Pleistocene age. 


Mitigation Measure G-12—Stop work if vertebrate fossils are encountered during site 
preparation or construction. If vertebrate fossils are discovered during construction of the 
BART WS X alignment, including but not limited to sites with potential Pleistocene 
disturbance identified in Mitigation Measure G-11 above, all ground-disturbing work on the 
site will stop immediately until a qualified professional paleontologist can assess the nature 
and importance of the find and recommend appropriate treatment. Treatment will be 
consistent with SVP guidelines (Society of Vertebrate Paleontology Conformable Impact 
Mitigation Guidelines Committee 1995), and may include preparation and recovery of fossil 
materials so that they can be housed in an appropriate museum or university collection. 
BART will ensure that information on the nature, location, and depth of all finds is readily 
available to the scientific community. BART will ensure that all professional construction 
staff receive briefings on recognition of fossil materials to ensure that the stop work directive 
is appropriately implemented on sites where monitoring is not required. 


“ The qualified professional paleontologist would meet all standards as required by the Society of Vertebrate 
Paleontology (Society of Vertebrate Paleontology Conformable Impact Mitigation Guidelines Committee 1995). 
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No-Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, no new project-related elements would be 
introduced, and no potential impacts on paleontological resources in Pleistocene units would occur. 


Impacts Related to Operation of the Optional Irvington Station 


Impact G-6—Potential impacts on optional Irvington Station resulting from earthquake- 
induced ground shaking and ground rupture. 


WSX Alternative. Potential impacts specific to the optional Irvington Station as identified generally 
above include the exposure of structures to groundshaking hazards and the displacement of pavement 
at the optional Irvington Station. The WSX Alternative alignment also crosses the HFZ several 
hundred feet north of the alignment’s intersection with Washington Boulevard (Figure 4.3-5b). The 
location of a fault trace in this area is well documented (Geotechnical Consultants 1993, Parikh 
Consultants Inc. 2002). The platform at the optional Irvington Station would be located 
approximately 400 feet south of this fault trace crossing. The fault would underlie the station’ s 
parking lot located east of Osgood Drive. 


The following mitigation measures would minimize these potential impacts: 


Mitigation Measure G-1—Conduct geotechnical surveys to accurately locate the 
primary and secondary traces of the HFZ. This mitigation measure is described above. 


Mitigation Measure G-4—Implement redundant emergency response measures from 
the BART Emergency Plan. This mitigation measure is described above. 


Mitigation Measure G-7—Design proposed structures to account for potential soil 
expansion. This mitigation measure is described above. 


Mitigation Measure G-13—Locate Irvington Station structures outside the zone of 
potential fault rupture. Structures at the proposed Irvington Station that would be occupied 
by workers or passengers will be located outside the zone of potential fault rupture. The 
typical recommended minimum setback from an identified fault is 50 feet and 100 feet from 
an inferred or suspected fault trace (Blair and Spangle 1979). 


Mitigation Measure G-14—Design and construct all Irvington Station structures in 
accordance with applicable building standards. BART will design and construct all 
proposed structures at Irvington Station in accordance with the BART Extension Program 
Design Criteria and applicable standards from the CBSC in cooperation with the City of 
Fremont. 


No-Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, no new elements associated with the 
optional Irvington Station would be introduced, and therefore no adverse effects would occur on 
project-related facilities from earthquake-induced ground shaking and ground rupture.\ 


Impact G-7—Potential impacts on paleontological resources during construction of the 
optional Irvington Station. The optional Irvington Station, if constructed, would also be situated in 
Pleistocene material, which is considered highly sensitive for paleontological resources, as discussed 
above. 
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WSX Alternative. Potential impacts on paleontological resources would include those described 
above for the WSX Alignment. In addition, the station and platform would be constructed within 
Pleistocene material. 


The following mitigation measures would minimize these potential impacts: 
Mitigation Measure G-10—Identify Pleistocene units before construction. 


Mitigation Measure G-11— Provide paleontological monitoring for construction 
activities with the potential to disturb Pleistocene units. 


Mitigation Measure G-12—Stop work if vertebrate fossils are encountered during site 
preparation or construction. 


No-Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, no new project-related elements would be 
introduced, and no potential impacts to potential resources within Pleistocene units would occur. 


Impacts Related to Construction of the WSX Alternative and the 
Optional Irvington Station 


Impact G-8—Potential slope instability in excavations and during construction. 


WSX Alternative. Moderately deep excavations (up to 40 feet below existing ground surface) 
would be required for construction of cut-and-cover subway and subgrade sections of the WSX 
Alternative. Unstable subsurface conditions encountered during these excavations may result in 
failure of excavation sidewalls, which could threaten the safety of construction workers. 
Construction stormwater may contribute to these unstable surface conditions. See Section 4.5, 
Hydrology, for a more detailed description of construction stormwater as a source of erosion. 


Mitigation Measure G-15—Design and construct deep excavations according to 
applicable building codes. All excavations will be designed and constructed in accordance 
with applicable design criteria and standards from the CBSC, the BART Extension Program, 
and the shoring requirements of the California Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration. 


No-Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, no new project-related elements would be 
introduced, and no impacts from slope instability would occur. 
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4.4.1 Introduction 


This section describes existing hazards and hazardous materials in the WSX Alternative area, 
analyzes the potential for WSX Alternative operation and construction activities to disturb hazardous 
materials, and identifies mitigation measures to address impacts. The purpose of this section is to 
evaluate environmental factors that may have affected soil and groundwater quality of the 

WSX Alternative area due to past and present environmental and commercial activities. 


4.4.2 Affected Environment 


4.4.2.1 Methodology for Assessment of Existing Conditions 


Previous hazardous materials investigations reports were reviewed to document existing conditions. 
Previous reports reviewed include the following. 


= Results of groundwater sampling conducted by BART in 1991. 
m The 1992 EIR (San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 1991). 


m The Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (Science Application International Corporation 
2003). 


m The 2003 SEIR (San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 2003). 


= Reports prepared for the City of Fremont’s grade separations project (Baseline Environmental 
Consultants 2000). 


Additional investigations conducted for this analysis included a search of hazardous material 
databases, a review of previous land uses in the area through an examination of historical aerial 
photographs, a field inspection of the WSX Alternative alignment, and a review of the listings of 
federal and state regulatory agencies responsible for recording incidents of spills and agencies 
responsible for reviewing soil and groundwater contamination and treatment, storage, or disposal 
facilities that handle hazardous materials. The database search was conducted for records of 
hazardous material storage and sites contaminated with hazardous waste within a |-mile radius of the 
WSX Alternative corridor. 
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4.4.2.2 Existing Conditions 


The potential presence of hazardous materials, aboveground or in the subsurface soils or groundwater 
along and adjacent to the WSX Alternative alignment, could affect the health and safety of project 
construction workers, the public, or the environment during construction of the WSX Alternative, as 
well as BART riders and employees during operation. Excavation of soils containing hazardous 
materials and disposal of contaminated soils or water would require specific management, resulting 
possibly in either onsite treatment and/or off-site disposal. 


The following discussion presents an inventory of existing information regarding the presence of 
hazardous materials in the study area. 


Land Uses and their Potential for Contamination 


Review of Historical Land Uses 


Land uses in the study area were researched to identify locations where hazardous materials may be 
or may have been present. Historical aerial photographs dating from as early as 1954 were reviewed 
to determine the traditional and continuing use of land in the study area. 


Analysis shows that the land in the vicinity of the study area has been used for agricultural purposes, 
was developed as residential and commercial properties, or remained undeveloped from 1953 to the 
present. The WSX Alternative corridor itself has been undeveloped land and/or agricultural land, 
except for the railroad tracks, which have existed in the WSX Alternative corridor since the 19th 
century and are visible in historical aerial photographs. 


The first sign of Lake Elizabeth appears in the 1970 aerial photograph. The area the lake currently 
occupies was previously agricultural land. 


Areas to the south of Auto Mall Parkway appear to be recent developments. The areas south of 
Grimmer Boulevard appear to have been used primarily as agricultural land from 1953 to the present. 


Review of Current Land Uses 


A site reconnaissance of the study area was conducted in May 2002 by Parikh Consultants, Inc., to 
identify possible nearby sites or current land uses that might constitute sources of soil and/or 
groundwater contamination that could adversely affect the WSX Alternative corridor. The site visit 
consisted of a drive-through and a walk-through of the study area to identify potential sources of 
hazardous materials storage and disposal as well as visible contamination of the soil surface. 


Current land uses along and adjacent to the WSX Alternative alignment that may involve the use or 
storage of hazardous materials include the UP right-of-way, agricultural, and industrial uses in the 
area. The types of hazardous materials potentially associated with these uses include heavy metals, 
petroleum hydrocarbons, polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons, pesticides, and arsenic. 


Contamination in the WSX Alternative Corridor 


The current or past use and storage of hazardous materials at or near the WSX Alternative alignment 
could have resulted in contamination of subsurface soils or groundwater. Potential sources of 
contamination include facilities along and adjacent to the WSX Alternative alignment where 
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hazardous materials are or were used and stored, and where a release of hazardous materials is 
suspected or known to have occurred. 


Potential Contamination 


Lake Elizabeth was created in the 1970s, when surface water runoff from the nearby park was 
redirected to drain to the human-made lake. Because of this runoff, there is the potential for lake 
sediments to be contaminated with herbicides. 


There are underground petroleum pipelines that cross the WSX Alternative corridor north of 
Washington Boulevard, and another set of underground petroleum pipelines parallel to and between 
the former SP and WP railroad tracks, located 600 feet north of Washington Boulevard. A review of 
databases and county files did not reveal releases associated with these pipelines within the 

WSX Alternative corridor. 


The soils along Washington Boulevard and Auto Mall Parkway are potentially contaminated with 
lead from automobile exhaust. 


There is a potential for the presence of asbestos-containing materials (ACM) at structures within the 
WSX Alternative corridor that were constructed before 1978. (1978 is the date commonly used as a 
cut-off for ACM use.) In addition, lead-based paint may have been used on some structures, such as 
the Grimmer Boulevard underpass structure and the Auto Mall Parkway overpass. Similarly, 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB) may also be present in these structures in the form of light ballasts 
in fluorescent lighting fixtures. 


Based on BART’s experience constructing extensions on former railroad rights-of-way, the UP 
corridor is potentially contaminated with arsenic, lead, petroleum hydrocarbons, and polynuclear 
aromatic hydrocarbons (Jensen pers. comm.). 


Known Contamination 


In 1991, BART collected 11 grab groundwater samples and performed four borings for soil sampling 
within the WSX Alternative corridor (Figure 4.4-1). Of the 11 groundwater and four soil samples, 
only one groundwater sample and two soil samples contained detectable contaminants. The 
groundwater sample (A2, Osgood Road near Blacow Road) contained diesel at 60 micrograms per 
liter. One soil sample (A2) contained detectable oil and grease, and the other soil sample (A4, north 
of Grimmer Boulevard) contained xylenes. 


In 1998, 21 grab soil samples were collected at the Irvington Pump Station facility, immediately 
north of Paseo Padre Parkway. The samples were aggregated into eight samples; four samples were 
analyzed for asbestos, and four were analyzed for lead. None of the soil samples contained asbestos 
above the laboratory detection limits. Three of the samples analyzed for lead were analyzed for 
soluble lead, and one of those showed a concentration above the soluble threshold limit 
concentration. The total lead concentration was identified as being below the total threshold limit 
concentration. Further testing of the lead contamination in the vicinity of the sample would be 
required prior to excavation (Baseline Environmental Consultants 2000). 


In May 2000, the City of Fremont conducted a hazardous materials study for the city’s grade 
separations project. The report recommended conducting additional testing of the soil that would be 
disturbed near the UP right-of-way. Other than the Irvington Pump Station, the UP right-of-way, and 
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the previous agricultural uses of the site, the report did not identify any additional concerns in the 
WSX Alternative corridor. The report indicated that of the 41 sites identified, only one had the 
potential to be of environmental concern, and that site was identified as a closed site by the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). (Baseline Environmental Consultants 2000.) 


Agency Record Search for Hazardous Waste Sites 


A computer database government record search was conducted by Parikh Consultants, Inc., to review 
regulatory agency lists to identify the presence of hazardous waste sites in the vicinity of the 
WSX Alternative. The records were searched for the existence of the following. 


m National Priority List (NPL) sites. 


m™ Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Corrective Actions (CORRACTS) and 
RCRA-permitted treatment, storage, and disposal (TSD) facilities. 


m State SPL (state equivalent priority list) sites. 


= Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Information System 
(CERCLIS) sites. 


= California Waste Management Unit Database System Solid Waste Assessment Test data 
(WMUDS/SWAT). 


= RCRA treatment, storage, and disposal sites and generators; state equivalent CERCLIS sites 
(SCL). 


m Statewide leaking underground storage tanks (LUSTs). 

m Solid waste facilities (SWEs). 

m California Waste Discharge System (WDS) data. 

m State Cortese List (CORTESE). 

m California RWQCB spills, leaks, investigation, and cleanup sites (SLIC). 
m Toxic Release Inventory (TRI) database. 


m= State and county underground storage tanks (USTs), Emergency Response Notification System 
of Spills (ERNS), and RCRA-registered small or large generators of hazardous water (RCRA 
generator). 


The database was searched to locate risk sites! within a 1-mile radius of the WSX Alternative 
corridor. For those sites that were of additional concern,” file reviews were conducted at the 
RWQCB, Alameda County Water District (ACWD), and Fremont Fire Department, which is the 
local certified unified program agency (CUPA) for the City of Fremont. 


The databases identified more than 100 mapped sites within a 1-mile radius of the WSX Alternative. 
The majority of these sites are down gradient of the WSX Alternative corridor, with respect to 


' Risk sites are sites near the WSX Alternative corridor that have had releases to soil or groundwater and/or generate, 
store, and/or receive hazardous materials/wastes. 
* Sites of additional concern refers to sites within the risk sites group that could have a direct impact on the corridor. 
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groundwater flow, and therefore do not have the potential to impact the WSX Alternative. Most of 
the up-gradient sites that are identified are located on Osgood Road or its side streets. Many of the 
sites identified up gradient of the subject area were small-quantity waste generators’ without any 
noted violations, or were too far up gradient to be of environmental concern. 


There are three sites near the Fremont BART station and several sites located on Osgood Road and 
side streets that may have the potential to affect the WSX Alternative alignment. These sites are 
listed in Table 4.4-1. 


Table 4.4-1. Information on Hazardous Materials Sites in the WSX Alternative Corridor 


Site Address Listing Site Assessment 

GSC Realty Corporation 1365 Walnut Avenue LUST Site closed in 1993. Impacts to soil only. 

BART 2000 BART Way HAZNET Disposal of 1 ton of PCB-impacted soil. 
Disposal of PCB-impacted soil has been 
completed.* 

Union Pacific Railroad NA NA Potential for presence of arsenic, lead, 
petroleum hydrocarbons, and polynuclear 
hydrocarbons 

City of Fremont 39710 Civic Center Drive UST Presence of two 10,000-gal. unleaded USTs 

Government and one 10,000-gal. diesel UST; listed as 

Building/Police Building LUST for discovery of release of TPH to soil 
during tank closure activities. Site closed in 
2000. 

Tri-City Rock 3553 Washington LUST Release of TPH to soil only in 1991. Site 

Boulevard closed in 1995. Impacted soil excavated and 
disposed offsite. 

Fremont Lumber 3560 Washington LUST 1998 release affected soils within a 20- to 

Company Boulevard 30-foot radius of a former UST. 

Mission Valley 41655 Osgood Road HAZNET Disposal of waste oil, and release of gasoline in 

Equipment Rentals LUST 1987. Site closed in 1998. 

Howard’s Backhoe 41875 Osgood Road NA Discovery of release of gasoline to soil in 1985. 
Site closed in 1994. 

Fremont Automotive 42450 Osgood Road NA Small-quantity generator for recycling of water 
that contains oil. 

L & LNursery Supply, 42950 Osgood Road LUST Release of TPH to soil and groundwater. Site 


Inc. remediated, undergoing monitoring. NOTE: 
Site is farther than 500 feet from 
WSX Alternative alignment. 


Jonce Thomas 3270 Seldon Court LUST Release of petroleum hydrocarbons. Spill was 
remediated in June 2000. 
Grade Way Construction 43801 Osgood Road LUST Releases discovered during removal of USTs in 


1987. Site has been remediated. 


* Small quantity waste generator is a business that generates between 220 and 2,200 pounds of hazardous waste per 
month (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 2001). 
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Site Address Listing Site Assessment 
Shell Oil 43921 Osgood Road UST Several active USTs. Distant from 
WSX Alternative alignment. 
Read Rite Corporation 44100 Osgood Road NA Disposal of soils and other organic liquids and 
chemicals. NOTE: Site is farther than 
1,000 feet from WSX Alternative alignment. 
Circle K Store 2950 Auto Mall Parkway UST No evidence of leading or off-site groundwater 
monitoring wells. 
Valley Automotive Fuels 44671 Osgood UST No evidence of groundwater monitoring wells. 
Clinton Heating and Air 2162 Prune Avenue LUST Release to soil and groundwater. Impacted 
Conditioning soils excavated; minimal groundwater impacts. 
Bay Con Company 2150 Prune Avenue NA Release of TPH-D and MTBE to groundwater. 
Site is currently undergoing assessment. 
Notes: 


PCB = poly chlorinated biphenyl 

UST = underground storage tank 

LUST = leaking underground storage tank 

TPH = total petroleum hydrocarbons 

TPH-G = total petroleum hydrocarbons as gasoline 
BTEX = benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, or xylenes 


MTBE = methy] tertiary butyl ether, tert-butyl methyl] ether 


TPH-D = total petroleum hydrocarbons as diesel 


* Status of PCB-impacted soil disposal as per Gary Jensen, BART System Safety, February 7, 2003. 


Source: San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 2003 


In January 2003, Science Applications International Corporation (SAIC) completed a Supplemental 
Phase I Environmental Site Assessment on 34 sites along the WSX Alternative corridor of which 
BART anticipates partial or full acquisition. Work completed included technical review of all 
currently available documentation, including past environmental assessment and subsurface reports 
noted above, aerial photographs for the years 1954 to 2002; Sanborn Insurance maps with coverage 
specific to the Irvington District area for the years 1908, 1926, and 1932; state and local 
environmental regulatory agency files as identified for each site; EDR Radius Map and Database 
Report noted above; and current features and improvements of each site and adjacent sites as 
documented during fence line site reconnaissance. Findings, observations, and potential 
environmental issues were compiled on each site. SAIC recommended no further action on 11 sites 
and Phase II and/or III subsurface soil and groundwater characterization work plans for 23 sites. 
Table 4.4-2 below summarizes the recommendations for each of the sites. 
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Table 4.4-2. Summary of Sites Requiring Additional Exploration 


Current Owner Street Address 


Recommendations 


San Francisco Public Paseo Padre Pkwy, Fremont, CA 
Utility Commission 94538 


Blankstein 40720 Paseo Pkwy, Fremont, CA 
94538 

BERG 41075 Railroad Av, Fremont, CA 
94539-4401; Business Address: 
41080 High Street 

First Interstate 3553 Washington Blvd, Fremont, 
CA 94539-0000 

Leighton Realty 39350 Civic Center Dr, Fremont, CA 
94538-2331 

Alameda County Walnut Av, Fremont, CA 94536 

Flood Control 

Leighton Realty Center Dr, Fremont, CA 94536 

Leighton Realty Center Dr, Fremont, CA 94536 

Alameda County Stevenson Bl, Fremont, CA 94538 

Flood Control 

City of Fremont, Mission BI, Fremont, CA 94538 

Central Park Golf 

Course 

City of Fremont Paseo Padre Pkwy, Fremont, CA 
94538 

BERG Railroad Av, Fremont, CA 94538 

BERG Railroad Av, Fremont, CA 94538 

Winworth 

BERG High St, Fremont, CA 94538 

UP Railroad Ave, Fremont, CA 94538 

Charles Snow 2878 Prune Av, Fremont, CA 94569 

Alameda County Prune Av, Fremont, CA 94538 

Flood Control 

District 


Perform Phase II & II subsurface characterization. 


A Phase II subsurface characterization is currently 
not required based on January 2003 Supplemental 
Phase I ESA. 


Perform Phase II subsurface characterization. 


A Phase II subsurface characterization is currently 
not required based on January 2003 Supplemental 
Phase I ESA. 


A Phase II subsurface characterization is currently 
not required based on January 2003 Supplemental 
Phase I ESA. 


A Phase II subsurface characterization is not 


required, based on the Supplemental Phase I ESA. 


A Phase II subsurface characterization is not 


required, based on the Supplemental Phase I ESA. 


A Phase II subsurface characterization is not 


required, based on the Supplemental Phase I ESA. 


Review with City of Fremont prior dredges 
analytical findings. For construction planning, 
perform additional subsurface screening of dredge 
sample if previous data unavailable. 


Perform Phase II subsurface screening. 


A Phase II subsurface characterization is not 


required, based on the Supplemental Phase I ESA. 


Perform Phase II subsurface screening. 
Perform Phase II subsurface screening. 


A Phase II subsurface characterization is not 


required, based on the Supplemental Phase I ESA. 


Perform Phase II subsurface screening of soils 
beneath transformer. 


Perform Phase II subsurface screening. 


Perform Phase II subsurface screenings limited to 
small area of BART take. 


Perform Phase II subsurface screening. 
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Current Owner 


Street Address 


Recommendations 


Ashville 
Unknown 
Radonich 
Russett 

RMC Builder's 
Supply 
Sakkaris 
Barrows 


Murphy 


City of Fremont, 


Fremont Central Park 


New England Mutual 
Life 


City of Fremont, 


Fremont Central Park 


New England Mutual 
Life 


Lacerda Trust 


Unknown 


Unknown 


Unknown 


2215 Warm Springs Court, Fremont, 
CA 94538 


45388 Warm Springs Bl, Fremont, 
CA 94538 


2120 Warm Springs Court, Fremont, 


CA 94539-6774 


2090 Warm Springs Court, Fremont, 


CA 94539-6744 


2000 Warm Springs Court, Fremont, 
CA 94539-6777 


45915 Warm Springs Bl, Fremont, 
CA 94539-6746 


45951 Warm Springs B1, Fremont, 
CA 94539-6746 


45973 Warm Springs Bl, Fremont, 


CA 94539-6721 


1110 Stevenson Bl, Fremont, CA 
94538-2967 


43941 Osgood Road, Fremont, CA 


94539-5909 
Stevenson Bl, Fremont, CA 94539 


3045 Skyway Ct, Fremont, CA 
94539 


2318 Warm Springs Bl, Fremont, CA 


94539 


43801 Osgood Rd, Fremont, CA 
94539-5630 


43801 Osgood Rd, Fremont, CA 
94539-5630 


43801 Osgood Rd, Fremont, CA 
94539-5630 


Source: Science Applications International Corporation 2003 


Perform Phase II subsurface screenings limited to 
small area of BART take. 


A Phase II subsurface characterization is not 


required, based on the Supplemental Phase I ESA. 


Perform Phase II subsurface screening. 


Perform Phase II/III Subsurface Characterization. 


Perform Phase II subsurface characterization. 


Perform Phase II subsurface screening of soil piles 
adjacent to portion of BART take. 


Perform Phase II subsurface screening. 


Perform Phase II subsurface screening around 
building to be included in BART take. 


Perform Phase II subsurface screenings of shallow 
soils within BART take. 


A Phase II subsurface characterization is not 


required, based on the Supplemental Phase I ESA. 


Perform Phase II subsurface screenings of shallow 
soils within BART take. 


A Phase II subsurface characterization is not 


required, based on the Supplemental Phase I ESA. 


Perform Phase II subsurface screening of targeted 
debris areas. 


Perform Phase II subsurface screenings of shallow 
soils along portion of BART take where current 
operator stores heavy construction equipment. 


Perform Phase II subsurface screenings of shallow 
soils along portion of BART take where current 
operator stores heavy construction equipment. 


Perform Phase II subsurface screenings of shallow 
soils along portion of BART take where current 
operator stores heavy construction equipment. 
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Electromagnetic Fields 


In recent years, there has been scientific study and public debate on the health effects of 
electromagnetic fields (EMF) from utility lines and electrical appliances and facilities. Electric- and 
magnetic-field strengths drop off with distance from the source. Electric fields are shielded or 
weakened by materials that conduct electricity, including trees, buildings, and human skin. Magnetic 
fields, on the other hand, pass through most materials and are therefore more difficult to shield. As a 
result, recent studies have focused on the possible health effects associated with magnetic fields. 


Studies have been conducted to prove or disprove the relationship between EMF exposure and 
numerous forms of cancer, birth defects, mental disorders, and other adverse health conditions, but 
no direct link has been established. No health-based standards currently exist for long-term human 
exposure to EMF in the United States. Federal and state agencies have reviewed past studies to 
determine whether exposure triggers adverse health effects and have found no basis for setting health 
standards to date (Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 1999). Some state and local authorities have passed 
laws and ordinances limiting EMF exposure by establishing minimum distances between 
development and electrical systems of specific voltage. The distances and voltages vary by 
jurisdiction (Federal Transit Administration 1996). In 1993, the California Public Utilities 
Commission (CPUC) issued Decision 93-11-013 that established certain steps to address EMF. After 
an investigation to determine CPUC’s role in mitigating health effects, if any, of EMF created by 
electrical utility power lines and by cellular radiotelephone facilities, CPUC developed measures to 
reduce EMF levels, develop design guidelines, create EMF measurement programs, facilitate 
stakeholder and public involvement, and begin educational and research programs (California Public 
Utilities Commission 1993). 


4.4.3 Regulatory Setting 


The following describes the regulatory framework pertaining to management of hazardous materials. 
The use, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials, including the management of contaminated 
soils and groundwater, are regulated by local, state, and federal laws. A description of agency 
involvement in management of hazardous materials is provided below. 


4.4.3.1 Federal 


Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 


The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA) establishes a comprehensive 
program for identifying and managing hazardous waste, including reporting and record-keeping 
requirements for generators, a manifest system for transport of hazardous waste shipments, and 
standards for treatment and disposal facilities. The 1984 and 1986 amendments established 
additional reporting requirements, restriction of landfill disposal, and a program regulating 
underground storage tanks. RCRA regulates active facilities and does not address abandoned or 
historical sites. 
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Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act of 1980 


The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) 
provides a federal “Superfund” to clean up uncontrolled or abandoned sites contaminated by releases 
of hazardous substances, as well as accidents, spills, and other releases of pollutants and 
contaminants into the environment. CERCLA, as amended in 1986 by the Superfund Amendments 
and Reauthorization Act (SARA), authorizes the U.S. EPA to order the parties responsible for a 
release to take action to remediate the contaminated site or to conduct remediation itself and recover 
the costs from responsible parties. 


Title II of SARA also authorized the Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act 
(EPCRA). EPCRA requires facility operators to undertake emergency planning and report on 
hazardous chemical inventories and toxic releases, in order to make this information available to 
local communities. 


4.4.3.2 State 


California Department of Toxic Substances Control 


The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) regulates hazardous waste under the authority 
of the federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 and the California Health & Safety 
Code. California has enacted legislation pertaining to the management of hazardous waste that is 
equivalent to, and in some cases more stringent than, corresponding federal laws and regulations. 
DTSC, a department of the California Environmental Protection Agency, is responsible for the 
enforcement and implementation of hazardous waste laws and regulations. The state hazardous 
waste regulations are codified in Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR). 


Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region 


The WSX Alternative alignment is located within the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Bay RWQCB. 
The RWQCB is authorized by the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act to implement water 
quality protection laws, including some federal water protection laws specified in CCR Title 26, 
Division 23, Subchapter 16. (See Section 4.5, Hydrology, for a complete discussion of the Porter- 
Cologne Water Quality Control Act.) When the quality of the groundwater or the surface waters of 
the state are threatened, the RWQCB has the authority to require investigations and remedial actions, 
when necessary. The RWQCB provides oversight in cases that require permits, investigation, and/or 
remediation. Extraction of contaminated groundwater or dewatering during construction, and 
subsequent discharge of such waters to the storm drain or to the waters of the state or the sanitary 
sewer system would require permits from the RWQCB or the local publicly owned treatment works, 
respectively. 


4.4.3.3 Local 


Alameda County Water District 


At sites within the City of Fremont where groundwater quality is threatened, the Alameda County 
Water District (ACWD) works with the RWQCB to oversee and provide guidelines for the 
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investigation and cleanup of contaminated sites. The ACWD acts in a technical advisory capacity to 
the RWQCB; the district is not an enforcement agency. Under cooperative agreements with 
RWQCB and the City of Fremont, ACWD provides technical oversight and remediation of 
groundwater cleanup sites, and submits closure recommendations to RWQCB when cleanups are 
completed. 


Alameda County Health Services Agency, Hazardous 
Materials Division 


The Hazardous Materials Division of the Alameda County Health Services Agency conducts 
inspections to ensure proper handling and storage of hazardous materials in Alameda County and is 
the local enforcement agency for those portions of Alameda County that do not have an 
environmental health program implemented by a city. For the City of Fremont, the county shares 
responsibility with the city for enforcing the proper storage and disposal of hazardous materials. 


City of Fremont Hazardous Materials Department 


For facilities located within City of Fremont boundaries, the City of Fremont Hazardous Materials 
Department is the enforcing agency for the handling and storage of hazardous materials. The city 
reviews hazardous materials business plans and conducts inspections of facilities that use or store 
hazardous materials above a certain quantity. The city also maintains operating permits for 
underground storage tanks. For sites where soil or groundwater contamination has been identified, or 
where releases of hazardous materials have been reported, the city works in conjunction with the 
DTSC or RWQCB to provide guidelines and oversight in site cleanup and environmental 
compliance. 


4.4.4 Environmental Consequences and Mitigation 
Measures 


4.4.4.1 Methodology for Impact Analysis 


Analysis of impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials focused on the potential for 
construction of the WSX Alternative to result in exposure of construction workers to contaminated 
materials and the potential for operation of the WSX Alternative to result in exposure of BART 
riders and employees to contaminated materials. 


The U.S. EPA uses the general 10~ to 10° carcinogenic risk range as a target range within which it 
strives to manage risks for Superfund cleanups. The U.S. EPA guidance, Risk Assessment Guidance 
for Superfund (RAGS), Part D states: “In general, where the cumulative carcinogenic site risk to the 
reasonable maximum exposure (RME) individual is less than 10“, and the non-carcinogenic Hazard 
Index (HI) is less than or equal to 1, remedial action is not warranted under Superfund unless there 
are adverse environmental impacts or the applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements 
(ARARs) are not met.” 
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4.4.4.2 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
Impacts Related to Operation of the WSX Alternative 


Impact HazMat-1—Creation of a hazard to the public or the environment from reasonably 
foreseeable accidents involving the release of hazardous materials. 


WSX Alternative. BART operates electric trains that do not employ hazardous materials. 
Therefore, operation of the WSX Alternative, with the exception of the maintenance and storage 
facility proposed at the Warm Springs Station, would not involve the use or storage of hazardous 
materials. The 3-acre fenced maintenance yard proposed south of Warm Springs Station would 
contain a vehicle maintenance shop building, a power and way maintenance shop, an open paved 
area, a storage track, and approximately 30 parking spaces for BART employees. 


The vehicle maintenance facility would include railcar lifts. Such hydraulic lifts require the use of 
hydraulic fluid, which may or may not contain ingredients considered hazardous under current 
OSHA regulations. Many hydraulic fluids available are stable and are not considered pollutants, 
explosive, or reactive. They require only dry oil absorbents for spill cleanup. 


In the unlikely event of an accident involving adjacent fuel pipelines or railcars (which routinely 
transport hazardous materials) on the adjacent SP and UP lines, riders and BART employees could 
be exposed to hazardous materials (Huebel pers. comm., Hayden pers. comm.). 


Implementation of the following mitigation measure is recommended to minimize this impact. 


Mitigation Measure HazMat-1—Implementation of BART Emergency Plan. Procedures 
for responding to potential hazards associated with discovery of hazardous materials releases 
from the pipelines or adjacent railcars traveling on the SP and UP tracks are described in 
BART’s Emergency Plan. The BART System Safety Department is responsible for 
implementation of BART’s Emergency Plan, the authoritative procedure to be used in an 
emergency event. The plan establishes standard policies and procedures for the mobilization 
of BART and other public safety resources so that fast, controlled, and predictable responses 
can be made to various types of emergencies. Specific response procedures for a full range 
of foreseeable types of emergencies are addressed in the plan and include response 
procedures for gas leaks and toxic spills. In all cases, the Emergency Plan identifies the 
responsibilities of the involved persons and authorities (train operators, BART Central 
Control, BART police, the responding fire departments, etc.) and sets forth an operations 
plan for each type of emergency. The various operations plans address the initial fact-finding 
and reporting procedures, communication requirements, evacuation and rescue procedures, 
emergency scene boundaries and restrictions, public information, and related factors. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would not result in the creation of a hazard to the 
public or to the environment from reasonably foreseeable accidents involving the release of 
hazardous materials. 
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Impact HazMat-2—Creation of a hazard to the public or the environment through the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. 


WSX Alternative. Operation of the WSX Alternative would involve the use of electric BART 
railcars to transport BART riders. The railcars would not be used to transport hazardous materials at 
any time. There would be no effect. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would not result in the creation of a hazard to the 
public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. 


Impacts Related to Construction of the WSX Alternative 


Impact HazMat-3—Exposure of workers or the public to hazardous materials in the soil or 
groundwater resulting in adverse health effects. 


WSX Alternative. Previous uses of the WSX Alternative alignment may have resulted in the release 
of hazardous materials into the soil or groundwater. The health and safety of construction workers 
and the general public could be adversely affected by exposure to hazardous materials along the 
WSX Alternative corridor. Soil excavation and removal for construction of roadway/track grade 
separations, trackbeds, and below-grade sections of the alignment could expose workers to 
contaminated soil if excavation encounters contaminants released from nearby known or suspected 
hazardous waste sites (see Table 4.4-1). There may also be potentially contaminated sites that have 
yet to be identified in the WSX Alternative corridor, and exposure could occur if previously 
unknown contamination is encountered. 


Extensive dewatering of construction areas, particularly the cut-and-cover subway section, could 
cause groundwater inflow to the area causing migration of off-site contaminants to soil and 
groundwater within the construction footprint of the WSX Alternative. Unintended releases of 
hazardous materials could also occur from construction equipment and processes. Typical hazardous 
materials that may be used during the construction activities include motor oils, solvents, cleaning 
fluids, and lubricants. There is a potential for dermal contact and inhalation of contaminants from 
these exposures. 


Implementation of the following mitigation measure would minimize this impact. 


Mitigation Measure HazMat-3—Conduct additional site characterization; prepare and 
implement site-specific health and safety plan; develop and implement a 
soil/groundwater management plan. BART will retain the services of a registered 
geologist or professional engineer to develop and implement a work plan for additional site 
characterization along portions of the WSX Alternative alignment where grading, excavation, 
or dewatering is likely to occur. 


Construction activity in contaminated areas, including excavation and grading, will be 
conducted with a site-specific health and safety plan prepared by a qualified professional. 
The plan will provide safety guidelines, delineation of action levels for personal protective 
gear, and emergency response procedures. The plan would be reviewed by all construction 
workers prior to commencement of construction. 


To mitigate impacts associated with exposure to hazardous materials during construction, 
BART will develop and implement a soil/groundwater management plan for approval by the 
appropriate regulatory agencies. Contaminated solids or groundwater excavated or extracted 
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during construction activities would be managed in accordance with the approved soil 
management plan and regulatory agency oversight. Remediation of soils could include 
excavation and on- or off-site treatment/disposal or in-place treatment of the affected soils. 
Remediation of groundwater could include in-situ treatment or extraction and treatment. 
Disposal options for contaminated soil and groundwater (i.e., on- or off-site treatment and/or 
disposal) would depend on the specific chemicals present and the levels of contamination. 
The following steps are included in such a process. 


1. Develop a work plan for additional site characterization. 


2. Undertake additional soil sampling in areas of known contamination to further define the 
horizontal and vertical extent of contamination. 


3. Conduct groundwater testing in locations where dewatering activities may be required to 
identify any potential groundwater contamination for water management purposes. 


4. Develop and obtain approval of a soil management plan to address proper handling of 
contaminated materials. 


Handle contaminated soils in accordance with the approved soil management plan. 


Construction work with contaminated soils will utilize dust control measures and 
sediment and erosion control measures (Mitigation Measure H-9) to prevent exposure to 
workers, the public, and the environment. Where appropriate, air monitoring will be 
conducted to measure the effectiveness of the control measures. 


7. Manage groundwater discharges in accordance with construction stormwater, pre- 
treatment, or NPDES permits as appropriate. 


8. Document the remediation work for submittal to the local and state agencies overseeing 
implementation of the soil management plan. 


If any unidentified contaminated materials are encountered during construction or an accident 
results in the release of hazardous materials, halt work to ascertain the immediacy and nature 
of the material. If necessary, clear the area to provide safety to workers and the public. Take 
measures to isolate the release and determine a course of action for cleanup, treatment, and/or 
disposal of contaminated materials. Notify public emergency services and regulatory 
agencies as appropriate. Prior to construction near the underground fuel pipelines, the exact 
location of lines should be accurately established (e.g., accurate maps from the owner or 
operator or geophysical surveys). Potential hazards associated with rupture of the pipelines 
or discovery of hazardous materials releases from the pipelines should be included in the site 
health and safety plan. 


No-Build Alternative. Construction would not occur under the No-Build Alternative, and workers 
or the public would not be exposed to hazardous materials that might result in adverse health effects. 


Impact HazMat-4—Potential handling of hazardous materials within 0.25 mile of an existing 
school. 


WSX Alternative. The Grimmer Elementary School is located adjacent to and on the west side of 
the WSX Alternative alignment at 43030 Newport Drive in Fremont. The closest school buildings 
are approximately 300 feet from the WSX Alternative alignment. The school playfields are 
immediately adjacent to the railroad corridor and separated from the BART alignment by the UP 
right-of-way, which is approximately 60 feet wide. During construction, any hazardous materials 
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present in the railroad roadbed could be disturbed and released. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure HazMat-3 described above would minimize this impact. 


Mitigation Measure HazMat-3— Conduct additional site characterization; prepare and 
implement site-specific health and safety plan; develop and implement a 
soil/groundwater management plan. This mitigation measure is described above. 


No-Build Alternative. No hazardous materials present in the railroad roadbed would be disturbed or 
released under the No-Build Alternative because construction would not occur; therefore, no 
handling of hazardous materials within 0.25 mile of an existing school would result. 


Impact HazMat-5—Potential for demolition or renovation of existing structures to expose 
workers to lead-based paint and asbestos-containing materials. 


WSX Alternative. The WSX Alternative may require demolition or renovation of structures built 
prior to 1978. Such structures may include asbestos-containing materials and/or lead-based paint. 
Implementation of the following mitigation measure is recommended. 


Mitigation Measure HazMat-5—Survey and properly handle materials from structures 
that may contain asbestos and lead-based paint. Prior to demolition or renovation of 
structures built before 1978, a survey for the presence of ACM will be conducted. The 
survey will be conducted by Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act (AHERA)-certified 
personnel, trained according to state and federal regulations. Structures will also be surveyed 
for the presence of lead-based paint. If the results of the survey detect the presence of lead- 
based paint, construction will be performed in accordance with the Lead in Construction 
Standard (8 Cal. Code of Regulations Section 5132.1). ACM will be removed in accordance 
with the requirements of Cal OHSA (8 Cal. Code of Regulations 5129) and the Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District (BAAQMD). 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would not result in the potential for demolition or 
renovation of existing structures to expose workers to lead-based paint and asbestos-containing 
materials. 


Impact HazMat-6—Potential for interruption or delay of ongoing site investigation/ 
remediation activities. 


WSX Alternative. Construction and operation of the WSX Alternative prior to completion of all 
site investigation/remediation activities along the alignment could interfere with or delay 
investigation and cleanup efforts; increased soil and groundwater contamination could result because 
of continued migration of contaminants through soil and groundwater. This interference or delay 
could result in increased exposure of people to hazardous materials and/or increased remediation 
costs. Implementation of the following mitigation measure would minimize this impact. 


Mitigation Measure HazMat-6—Cooperation and coordination with responsible site 
investigation/remediation parties and agencies. BART will cooperate with ongoing 
investigation and cleanup efforts to the extent possible. BART will provide access as 
necessary to BART property for collection of soil samples, installation and monitoring of 
groundwater wells, or management of contaminated soils or groundwater. Persons 
conducting investigation/remediation activities would be required to comply with all 
regulatory requirements and BART safety and emergency programs. 
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No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would not result in the potential for interruption or 
delay of ongoing site investigation/remediation activities. 


Impacts Related to Optional Irvington Station 


The impacts and mitigation measures identified above for the WSX Alternative would also apply to 
the optional Irvington Station, except for Impact HazMat-4 (Potential handling of hazardous 
materials within 0.25 mile of an existing school) and the corresponding mitigation measure because 
there is no school within 0.25 mile of the Irvington Station site. The impacts of the No-Build 
Alternative described above would apply equally to not building the optional Irvington Station. 
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Section 4.5 
Hydrology 


4.5.1 Introduction 


This section describes existing hydrology and water quality conditions in the hydrology study area, 
analyzes the potential impacts of the alternatives on hydrology and water quality, and identifies 
mitigation measures to avoid or reduce adverse impacts. 


4.5.2 Affected Environment 


4.5.2.1 Methodology for Assessment of Existing Conditions 


The area studied for the analysis of hydrology and water quality is approximately bounded on the 
north by the Fremont BART Station, on the south by the Warm Springs segment of Mission 
Boulevard, on the east by the ridgeline defining the eastern edge of the local watersheds, and on the 
west by the UP alignment. This is referred to as the hydrology study area, and it defines the area that 
is likely to affect or be affected by proposed BART facilities. BART would mitigate any effects 
caused by the WSX Alternative in accordance with BART design standards and Alameda County 
Flood Control and Water Conservation District (ACFCD) requirements. 


Existing hydrologic and water quality conditions in the study area were evaluated qualitatively, and 
in accordance with standard professional practice. Key sources of information consulted on existing 
hydrologic conditions included the following. 


m The current Fremont General Plan (City of Fremont 1991, as amended). 


m The California State Water Resources Control Board’s (SWRCB’s) listing of water bodies 
identified as having limited water quality (California State Water Resources Control Board 
2003). 


m Flood Insurance Study (FIS) for the region that includes the WSX Alternative area (Federal 
Emergency Management Agency 2000a). 


= Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) for the region that includes the WSX Alternative area 
(Federal Emergency Management Agency 2000b). 


= Conceptual plan for restoration and enhancement of Mission Creek in Fremont (Jones & Stokes 
2000). 
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m Site-specific geotechnical investigation performed for the WSX Alternative (Parikh Consultants 
2002). 


m The Tule Pond Hydrology Study (Bay Area Transit Consultants 1993). 
= Draft Dewatering Feasibility Study, BART Warm Springs Extension (Fugro West Inc. 2004). 


4.5.2.2 Existing Conditions 


Climate and Precipitation 


The San Francisco Bay area, like much of California’s central coast, enjoys a Mediterranean climate 
characterized by mild, wet winters and warm summers. Moderated by proximity to San Francisco 
Bay and the ocean, temperatures are seldom below freezing. Summer weather is dominated by sea 
breezes caused by differential heating between the interior valleys and the coast, while winter 
weather is dominated by storms from the northern Pacific Ocean that produce the majority of the 
region’s annual rainfall. The mean annual temperature in Fremont is 57°F. The mean annual rainfall 
in Fremont is approximately 18 inches, most of which occurs between October and April (City of 
Fremont 1991, as amended). 


Surface Hydrology and Flooding 


Surface Water Drainages in the WSX Alternative Area 


Surface hydrology in the eastern Fremont area is dominated by perennial and intermittent streams 
that flow westward from the East Bay hills and the foothills of the northern Diablo Range toward San 
Francisco Bay. Laguna Creek (Line E on Figure 4.5-1) is the principal drainage of the study area, 
draining a watershed that includes part of Fremont and the northern foothills of the Diablo Range as 
well as the Livermore and San Ramon Valleys (Alameda County Water District 2002). There are 
seven major drainage areas within or immediately adjacent to the WSX Alternative alignment, shown 
in Figure 4.5-1 and described further in Table 4.5-1. 


BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006 


Final Environmental Impact Statement 45-2 
Volume 1 J&S 04071.04 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 


Union City Station 


North Tule 
Pond 


South Tule 
Pond Fremont 


Central 


Fremont 
Station 


Lake 
Elizabeth 


Lefenso n Bhd 


A 


Line E - Laguna Ck 


Section 4.5 Hydrology 


A 


4,000 


Scale in Feet 


Line M 


FREMONT 


Mission Ck. - Line L- 0. 
a & 


> 


.— LineL 
4 


on 
‘co Sgt SK - Line K-1 
Irvington 
Station 


(optional) 


Line | - Cafiada d Aliso Ck. we —- — 


Line H - Cafiada de Aliso Ck. 


Warm 
Springs 
Station 


puto 


Se EM 
fe 


i@ Ushing Pia) 


Don Edwards 


Proposed alignment aon 


Existing BART alignment 
Union Pacific alignment 
Proposed BART station 
Existing BART station 
100-year floodplain locations 


Drainage lines within 
project area (see Table 3.2-1) 


a Bee 


04071.04 (8-05) 


Source: FEMA FIRM maps 2000 and ACFCD maps. 


Final Environmental Impact Statement 
BART Warm Springs Extension 


Francisco Bay 


National Wildlife Refuge 


ALAMEDA CO. 


SANTA 
CLARA CO. 


Figure 4.5-1 
Major Drainages in WSX Alternative Area 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Section 4.5. Hydrology 


Table 4.5-1. Existing Drainage Channel Characteristics in Hydrology Study Area 


Total Crossing Characteristics at Crossing 
Drainage —_ Location 


Conveyance Structure 


Area (BART 100-Year Peak 
Drainage Associated (square stationing West of East of Flow (cubic feet 
Line Watershed miles) [feet]) Alignment Alignment per second) 

M Mission Creek 1.0 NA NA Open Channel 330 

L Mission Creek 0.9 2275450 Open Channel Open Channel 3360 
L-10! Mission Creek NA 2302420 Open Channel Open Channel 139 

L-1 Mission Creek NA 2305+50 NA’ 

K Crandall Creek 3.3 2361+00 6-by-3.5-foot box 6-by-5-foot 1670 

culvert and 72- arch and 72- 
inch pipe* inch pipe* 
I Cafiada de Aliso 0.6 2406+00 84-inch pipe 7-by-6-foot 245 
box culvert 
J Cafiada de Aliso 1.6 2424+50 72-inch pipe 72-inch pipe 560 
H Cafiada de Aliso 1.3 2434+00 modified box modified box 589 
culvert culvert 
H-1 Cafiada de Aliso NA 2434+00 NA 48-inch pipe NA 
to 
2442+00 
F Arroyo del Agua 2.7 2493+50 8- by 6-foot box 81-inch pipe 945 
Caliente (Agua culvert 


Caliente Creek) 
Notes: 


NA = No data available. 

' Currently, L-10 is an open channel west of the alignment. Immediately east of the alignment, it is open channel or 
48-inch RCP a little further upstream. Upon completion of the city’s grade separation project, it will be two 72-inch 
RCP pipes, one immediately east and one immediately west of WSX, and the 100-yr flow will be 296 cubic feet per 
second (cfs). 

* Drainage channel will be filled in by the City of Fremont’s grade separations project. 

* “Channel crossing to be improved to convey 100-year flow below the WSX trackway while maintaining upstream 
and downstream water levels.” 

* Line F does not cross the WSX Alternative alignment; however, its flooding may affect the project. 


Sources: San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 1991, Federal Emergency Management Agency 2000a 


The lower reaches of the drainages shown on Figure 4.5-1 have been modified to serve as stormwater 
drainage channels. ACFCD requires that drainage structures be designed to reduce post-development 
flows from the 15-year storm to predevelopment levels. ACFCD also requires that drainage facilities 
serving watershed areas larger than 50 acres be designed to safely convey flows from the 100-year 
storm.' Accordingly, as of 1991, existing drainage structures were sized to effectively convey flood 


' The 100-year storm is a storm that has a 1% chance of occurring in any given year; the 15-year storm is a storm 
that has a 6.7% chance of occurring in any given year. 
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flows from the 15-year storm (Otsuka pers. comm.); many are still not capable of effectively 
conveying flood flows from the 100-year storm (Federal Emergency Management Agency 2000a). 


Peak flows for the 100-year storm and resultant flooding have increased over the past decade because 
of additional development in the area’s upper watersheds (Federal Emergency Management Agency 
2000a). The current FIS (Federal Emergency Management Agency 2000a) for the region that 
includes the WSX Alternative area incorporates updated flood hazard information along selected area 
drainages; peak flows for the drainages affected by the WSX Alternative are shown in Table 4.5-1. 
Flooding is a concern along the northeastern portion of Lake Elizabeth, and along Mission Creek, 
Crandell Creek, Cafiada de Aliso, the unnamed tributary to Laguna Creek shown as drainage Line H 
in Table 4.5-1, and Agua Caliente Creek. Where the WSX Alternative alignment crosses some of 
these drainages, flow exceeds the capacity of the conveyance structures during extreme flood events 
and water moves as sheet flow across the existing railroad embankments (Federal Emergency 
Management Agency 2000a). 


Tule Pond and Lake Elizabeth 


Tule Pond, located at the north end of the WSX Alternative alignment, is a sag pond’ formed along 
the Hayward fault (Parikh Consultants 2002). It has been modified to serve as a flood control basin 
for local runoff during the wet season. Tule Pond is bisected by Walnut Avenue, but the portion 
north of Walnut Avenue (Tule Pond North) is hydrologically connected to the portion south of 
Walnut Avenue (Tule Pond South) via two 18 x 29-inch pipe arch culverts. The portion of Tule 
Pond within the WSX Alternative corridor (Tule Pond South) has an area of approximately 6 acres 
and is seasonally flooded. 


Lake Elizabeth, located in Fremont Central Park, is an 83-acre recreational lake owned by ACFCD 
and maintained with groundwater by the City of Fremont. It originated as a natural sag (Stivers 
Lagoon) formed along an active trace of the Hayward fault (see City of Fremont 1991, as amended), 
but has been artificially enlarged, and hardscape has been installed to stabilize portions of the 
shoreline. Local educational groups study and monitor the Lake Elizabeth-Tule Pond area. Recently 
there has been discussion by local agencies and nonprofit groups about the potential to return the 
Lake Elizabeth area to a more natural environment. At this time, no restoration or conservation plans 
have been announced. 


In addition to serving as a recreational resource, Lake Elizabeth and the surrounding park areas also 
provide approximately 985 acre-feet of flood storage capacity during the wet season (Jones & Stokes 
2000). High wet-season flows in Mission Creek back up where the creek is culverted at Paseo Padre 
Parkway and flow over a weir into Lake Elizabeth. As the flood flows subside, lake water drains 
back into Mission Creek via the same weir. During extreme flood events, flood flows in Mission 
Creek overtop the bank and discharge directly into Lake Elizabeth upstream of the weir. During the 
summer, the City of Fremont installs flashboards in the weir and adds supplemental water to offset 
evaporation and regulate lake level for recreation uses (Jones & Stokes 2000). Because of the 
shallow slopes adjoining Lake Elizabeth, surface runoff rates are slow and little overland runoff 
reaches the lake. 


* Sag refers to a depression formed by surface deformation along an active fault trace. A sag pond forms when a sag 
is filled by runoff and/or groundwater to form a body of standing water. 
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Lake Elizabeth acts as a sink for sediment transported by Mission Creek, particularly when the creek 
discharges directly into the lake at flood stage. Bathymetric surveys of the lake suggest that sediment 
has been accumulating at an average rate of approximately 8,000 cubic yards per year (Jones & 
Stokes 2000). The lake is periodically dredged to maintain floodwater storage capacity; dredge 
spoils are retained in a bermed area north of the lake and two dredge ponds with an aggregate area of 
approximately 20 acres located west of the lake. The two dredge ponds west of the lake were 
maintained by the City of Fremont as temporary dredge ponds; the ponds no longer exist. 


Approximately 550 linear feet of the WSX Alternative alignment is within the northeast arm of Lake 
Elizabeth (in a subway structure below the lake bottom.) The WSX Alternative corridor includes 

3.7 acres of the lake’s area. The portion of Lake Elizabeth intersected by the WSX Alternative 
corridor has a maximum depth of approximately 6 feet. 


Subsurface Hydrology 


The WSX Alternative area overlies the Warm Springs subarea of the South Bay Groundwater Basin. 
The basin provides approximately 50% of the Alameda County Water District’s (ACWD’s) water 
supply (Alameda County Water District 1990). Aquifers in the Warm Springs subarea consist of thin 
discontinuous horizons within the Warm Springs alluvial apron. In general, groundwater flows west 
toward San Francisco Bay (California Department of Water Resources 1968). 


The Hayward fault may act as a substantial barrier to east-west movement of groundwater in the 
WSX Alternative area (Fugro West, Inc. and PB Team 2004). Consequently, groundwater levels east 
of the fault are as much as 50 feet higher than those west of the fault. Near Lake Elizabeth, the water 
table is typically 4-8 feet below ground surface (Parikh Consultants 2002). 


The portion of the WSX Alternative alignment that will be constructed below ground surface is 
located east of the Hayward fault in an area referred to as the Above Hayward Fault (AHF) sub- 
basin. Information received from the Alameda County Water District (Paul Piraino pers. comm.) 
indicates that, unlike other areas within the Niles Cone’, the AHF sub-basin is largely unconfined and 
the first encountered water-bearing zone is the regional aquifer, composed of highly permeable soils 
(i.e., cobbles, gravel, and sand). Test wells in the vicinity of Lake Elizabeth confirm this information 
from ACWD with calculated hydraulic conductivity values ranging from 1,050 to 1,870 feet per 
day.”(Fugro West, Inc 2004) 


Previous geotechnical studies conducted by Fugro West, Inc. (2003) indicate a surficial fine-grained 
layer ranging in thickness from 15 to 30 feet along the 2,500-foot long section of proposed track 
between the north portal and the thicker fine-grained section near Lake Elizabeth. The underlying 
material consists of coarse sands and gravels with variable silt content to the total depth explored of 
about 80 feet. The bottom of the proposed BART subway along this section of track ranges from 20 
to 33 feet below ground surface. 


Geotechnical boring logs within the area of the pumping test indicated clayey soils from the surface 
to a depth of 10 to 15 feet, underlain by 5 to 10 feet of silt, sandy silt, and silty sand. The coarse- 
grained materials between 20 and 80 feet below ground surface (bgs) consist of mixtures of gravel, 
sand, and silt. In general, the coarse-grained materials (between 20 to 50 feet bgs where dewatering 


> Niles Cone is a prolific underground aquifer located in the Niles district of Fremont that is used as a source of 
high-quality drinking water. 
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would occur) appear to be most permeable between where the north portal begins and 1,500 feet to 
the southeast. The location tested during this study is considered to be representative of the most 
permeable section, located approximately 1,000 feet southeast of the north portal, within the 
proposed subway segment. 


Water Quality 


None of the surface water bodies in the WSX Alternative area are considered water quality limited 
pursuant to Section 303(d) of the federal Clean Water Act (CWA), except for Mission Creek*, a 
potential option for discharge of dewatering effluent, which is impaired for a variety of 
pollutants/stressors (California State Water Resources Control Board 2003). However, runoff and 
discharges from industrial facilities and urban areas may contribute elevated levels of contaminants, 
especially petroleum products and heavy metals, to local water bodies. Sediments accumulating in 
Lake Elizabeth also likely carry adsorbed nutrients as well as pesticides and other pollutants derived 
from upstream urban areas (Jones & Stokes 2000). 


Groundwater in the Fremont area has been identified as containing elevated levels of nitrates and 
boron. Nitrates are likely derived in part from naturally occurring nitrate-bearing minerals in the 
area’s sediments, and in part from discharges from wastewater treatment facilities and septic tanks. 
Boron is likely derived from naturally occurring minerals in the area’s sediments. Groundwater 
quality has been locally affected by leakage from underground storage tanks and by infiltration of 
surface spills (San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board 2001). 


However, as mentioned above, the AHF sub-basin is a unique portion of the Niles Cone. The 
tremendous water storage and flow potential of the AHF sub-basin aquifer materials explain why a 
major portion of ACWD’s recharge and extraction occur in the AHF sub-basin. The quality of water 
in the AHF sub-basin is considered to be of highest quality and consistently meets all drinking water 
standards. 


Although the Department of Water Resources (DWR) reported in 1968 that excessive amounts 
(greater than 44 ppm) of nitrates were found in groundwater in the region, the nitrates were found 
southwest of Union City and the Niles district in Fremont, and not in the project area. In addition, 
testing for nitrates is routinely conducted from ACWD’s groundwater production wells, and the 
results are significantly below the maximum containment level of 45 ppm (Paul Piraino pers. 
comm.). 


In 1960, a DWR report indicated that some wells in the vicinity of geologic faults had high 
concentrations of boron, with the highest observed concentration being 5.3 ppm. However, based on 
DWR data collected between 1962 and 1967, boron concentrations were below 0.7 ppm in all Niles 


“In 2002, Mission Creek was included on the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) List of Water 
Quality Limited Segments, in accordance with Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act, for impairment by ammonia, 
hydrogen sulfide, polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and high concentrations of chlordane, chlorpyrifos, 
chromium, copper, dieldrin, lead, mercury, mirex, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), silver, and zinc in sediment 
(U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 2003). Potential sources of these pollutants result from industrial point 
sources and combined sewer overflows within the Mission Creek watershed. However, U.S. EPA determined that 
only the reach from the start of the creek channel to 4"" Street is impaired. This creek is listed as a low priority for 
establishment of a Total Daily Maximum Load (TMDL) for the pollutants, thus a strategy for reduction and 
elimination of these pollutants is not anticipated until the problem sources and potential solutions are further studied 
and assessed. 
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Cones aquifers. In addition, ACWD collected samples from two AHF monitoring wells (one 
adjacent to the Hayward fault) in 1998, and boron concentrations were 0.57 and 0.67 ppm. A boron 
concentration of 2 ppm is considered suitable for agricultural use. (Paul Piraino pers. comm.) 


4.5.3 Regulatory Setting 


The following sections describe current laws and regulations relevant to the WSX Alternative and 
hydrology and water quality in the study area. 


4.5.3.1 Federal 


Clean Water Act 


The federal Clean Water Act (CWA) was enacted as an amendment to the federal Water Pollution 
Control Act of 1972, which outlined the basic structure for regulating discharges of pollutants to 
waters of the U.S. The CWA now serves as the primary federal law protecting the quality of the 
nation’s surface waters, including lakes, rivers, and coastal wetlands. The CWA authorizes states to 
adopt water quality standards for water bodies in the state and includes programs addressing both 
point source and nonpoint source pollution.” The CWA operates under the principle that all 
discharges from point sources into the nation’s waters are unlawful unless specifically authorized by 
a permit; permit review is one of the CWA’s primary regulatory tools. Permits issued to point source 
discharges must contain effluent limitations that implement state water quality standards and 
technology-based standards established by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA). 
U.S. EPA establishes water quality standards for states that fail to do so; for California, after the 
state’s corresponding water quality standards were judicially invalidated, U.S. EPA established such 
standards for certain toxic water pollutants in the “National Toxics Rule” and “California Toxics 
Rule.” The following sections provide additional details on specific CWA sections that apply to the 
WSX Alternative. 


Section 303 and 304 


Sections 303 and 304 provide for water quality standards, criteria, and guidelines. 


Section 401 — Water Quality Certification 


Under CWA Section 401, applicants for a federal license or permit to conduct activities that may 
result in the discharge of a pollutant into waters of the U.S. must obtain certification from the state in 
which the discharge would originate. The state must certify that the discharge will comply with state 
water quality standards and other requirements of the CWA. Therefore, all projects that have a 
federal component and may affect state water quality (including projects that require federal agency 
approval, such as issuance of a Section 404 permit) must also comply with CWA Section 401. 
Section 401 certification or waiver for the WSX Alternative corridor is under the jurisdiction of the 
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) . 


> Point source pollution is pollution that originates or enters surface waters at a single, discrete location such as an 
outfall structure. Nonpoint source pollution originates over a broader area and includes urban contaminants in 
stormwater runoff and sediment loading from upstream areas. 
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Section 402 — Permits for Point Source and Stormwater Discharges 


Discharges from a point source are required to obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) permit that specifies allowable limits, based on available wastewater treatment 
technologies, for pollutant levels on their effluent. In California, the SWRCB is authorized by the 
U.S. EPA to oversee the NPDES program through the state’s nine RWQCBs. Prior to any point 
source discharge that could affect the quality of the water of the State, the discharger must file a 
report of waste discharge with the Regional Board. After any necessary public hearings, the 
Regional Board prescribes Waste Discharge Requirements, which implement the water quality 
control plans. Under the Porter-Cologne Act, Waste Discharge Requirements serve as NPDES 
permits. CWA Section 402 also regulates all point source stormwater discharges (including 
combined wastewater and stormwater discharges) to surface waters through the NPDES program. 
Additional information on NPDES provisions relevant to the WSX Alternative is provided in 
Section 4.5.3.2, State, below. 


Section 404 — Permits for Fill Placement in Waters and Wetlands 


CWA Section 404 regulates the discharge of dredged and fill materials into “waters of the U.S.” 
Waters of the U.S. refers to oceans, bays, rivers, streams, lakes, ponds, and wetlands, including any 
or all of the following. 


m Areas within the ordinary high water mark of a stream, including nonperennial streams with a 
defined bed and bank and any stream channel that conveys natural runoff, even if it has been 
realigned. 


m Seasonal and perennial wetlands, including coastal wetlands. 


Wetlands are defined for regulatory purposes as areas “inundated or saturated by surface or ground 
water at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do 
support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions” (33 CFR 
328.3, 40 CFR 230.3). (See Section 4.6, Wetlands, of this document for further discussion of 
wetlands.) 


Project proponents must obtain a permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) for all 
discharges of dredged or fill material into waters of the U.S., including wetlands, before proceeding 
with a proposed activity. The Corps may issue either an individual permit evaluated on a case-by- 
case basis, or a general permit evaluated at a program level for a series of related activities. General 
permits are preauthorized and are issued to cover multiple instances of similar activities expected to 
cause only minimal adverse environmental effects. Nationwide Permits (NWPs) are a type of 
general permit issued to cover particular fill activities. Each NWP specifies particular conditions that 
must be met in order for the NWP to apply to a particular project. Waters of the U.S. in the WSX 
Alternative corridor are under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, San Francisco 
District. 


Section 404 permits may be issued only if there is no practicable alternative to the proposed 
discharge that would have a less-adverse effect on the aquatic ecosystem (as long as the alternative 
does not have other significant adverse environmental consequences). Compliance with CWA 
Section 404 requires compliance with several other environmental laws and regulations. The Corps 
cannot issue an individual permit or verify the use of a general permit until applicable requirements 
of NEPA, the federal Endangered Species Act (see Section 4.7), the federal Coastal Zone 
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Management Act, and the National Historic Preservation Act (see Section 4.12) have been met. In 
addition, the Corps cannot issue or verify any permit until a water quality certification, or waiver of 
certification, has been issued pursuant to CWA Section 401. 


Federal Flood Insurance Program 


The National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 and the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973 were 
enacted in response to concern about the increasing costs of disaster relief. The intent of these acts is 
to reduce the need for large publicly funded flood-control structures and to limit disaster relief costs 
by restricting development on floodplains. 


The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) administers the National Flood Insurance 
Program (NFIP) to provide subsidized flood insurance to communities that comply with FEMA 
regulations limiting development on floodplains. FEMA is responsible for issuing FIRMs for 
communities participating in the NFIP. These maps delineate flood hazard zones in the community. 
The analysis in this section was based on the most recent FIRMs, which have an effective date of 
February 9, 2000. 


FEMA administers the NFIP to provide subsidized flood insurance to communities complying with 
FEMA regulations that limit development in floodplains. FEMA issues flood insurance rate maps for 
communities participating in the NFIP. These maps delineate flood hazard zones in the community. 


Executive Order 11988 


Executive Order 11988 (Floodplain Management) addresses floodplain issues related to public 
safety, conservation, and economics. The policy applies to projects that would significantly encroach 
into the floodplain and requires findings to be made that ensure that the following goals are achieved. 


= Avoidance of incompatible floodplain development. 


= Consistency with the standards and criteria of the NFIP. 


= Restoration and preservation of the natural and beneficial floodplain values. 

Federal guidelines were developed for implementing Executive Order 11988 directives that outline 
an eight-step decision-making process, as follows. 

m Step 1: Determine whether a proposed action would take place in the base floodplain. 

m Step 2: Provide for public review. 

m Step 3: Identify and evaluate practicable alternatives to locating action in the base floodplain. 
= Step 4: Identify the impact of the proposed action. 


m Step 5: Minimize threats to life and property and to natural and beneficial floodplain values, and 
restore and preserve natural and beneficial floodplain values. 


m Step 6: Reevaluate alternatives. 
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m Step 7: Issue findings and a public explanation. 


= Step 8: Implement the action. 


U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) Order 5650.2, Floodplain Management and Protection, 
contains DOT’s policies and procedures for implementing Executive Order 11988. FEMA has also 
promulgated relevant policies and procedure at 44 CFR Part 9. These policies direct agencies to 
avoid funding or approving projects in floodplains where practicable. 


4.5.3.2 State 
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 


The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act provides for the development and periodic review of 
water quality control plans (Basin Plans) that designate beneficial uses of California’s major rivers 
and groundwater basins and establish narrative and numerical water quality objectives for those 
waters. Basin plans are primarily implemented by using the NPDES permitting system to regulate 
waste discharges so that water quality objectives are met (see Section 402 — Permits for Stormwater 
Discharge in Clean Water Act above). 


Activities in areas defined as “waters of the state” that are outside the jurisdiction of the Corps (e.g., 
isolated wetlands) are regulated by RWQCB under the authority of the Porter-Cologne Water Quality 
Control Act. Such activities may require the issuance, or waiver, of waste discharge requirements 
from RWQCB. 


Transportation maintenance facilities that discharge stormwater are regulated under the NPDES 
General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Industrial Activities Excluding 
Construction Activities, which was adopted in November 1991 and revised in 1992 and then again in 
1999. Coverage under this general permit requires the facility operator to submit a notice of intent to 
the SWRCB, prepare a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP, pronounced “swip’), 
perform monitoring, and submit annual monitoring reports to the appropriate RWQCB. The SWPPP 
must include measures used to eliminate nonstormwater discharges to the facility’s storm drain 
system. Examples of nonstormwater discharges include waters from the rinsing or washing of 
vehicles, equipment, buildings, or pavement; materials that have been improperly disposed of; and 
spilled or leaked materials. 


Transportation construction is now regulated under the NPDES General Permit for Storm Water 
Discharges Associated with Construction Activities (General Construction Permit), which was 
adopted by the SWRCB in August 1992 and revised in 1999 and again in 2001. Construction 
permits are discussed below under Construction Activity Permitting. 


State Water Resources Control Board and Regional Water Quality 
Control Boards 
The SWRCB administers water rights, water pollution control, and water quality functions 


throughout the state, while the Regional Water Quality Control Boards conduct planning, permitting, 
and enforcement activities. In California, the SWRCB is also responsible for implementing the 
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NPDES program through the state’s nine RWQCBs. The WSX corridor and surrounding vicinity are 
within the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Bay RWQCB. 


Beneficial Uses and Water Quality Objectives 


The RWQCB is responsible for the protection of beneficial uses of water resources within the San 
Francisco Bay Region. Beneficial uses are the desired resources, services, and qualities of the 
aquatic system that are supported by achieving and protecting high water quality. The RWQCB uses 
planning, permitting, and enforcement authorities to meet this responsibility, and has adopted the 
water quality control plan (Basin Plan) for the San Francisco Bay Basin (San Francisco Water 
Quality Control Board 1995) to implement plans, policies, and provisions for water quality 
management. Beneficial uses are described in the Basin Plan and are designated for major surface 
waters and their tributaries, as well as groundwater. The Basin Plan also contains water quality 
objectives that are intended to protect the beneficial uses of the basin. The RWQCB has region-wide 
and water body/beneficial use-specific water quality objectives. 


Surface waters in the San Francisco Bay Region consist of fresh-water rivers, streams, and lakes 
(collectively described as inland surface waters), estuarine waters, and coastal waters. Estuarine 
waters include the Bay system from the Golden Gate to the regional boundary near Pittsburg and the 
lower portions of streams flowing into the Bay, such as the Napa and Petaluma rivers in the north and 
Coyote and San Francisquito creeks in the south. Inland surface waters support or could support 
most beneficial uses. The specific beneficial uses for inland streams include municipal and domestic 
supply, agricultural supply, industrial process supply, groundwater recharge, water contact 
recreation, non-contact water recreation, wildlife habitat, cold freshwater habitat, warm freshwater 
habitat, fish migration, and fish spawning. The San Francisco Bay Estuary supports beneficial uses 
such as estuarine habitat, industrial service supply, and navigation in addition to all of the beneficial 
uses supported by streams. 


Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreements (California Fish and Game 
Code Section 1600 et seq.) 


The California Fish and Game Code regulates activities that affect the flow, channel, or banks of 
natural bodies of water. Project proponents are required to notify and enter into a streambed 
alteration agreement with the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) before beginning 
construction of a project that will result in any of the following. 


m Diversion, obstruction, or change in the natural flow or the bed, channel, or bank of any river, 
stream, or lake. 


= Use of materials from a streambed. 


= Disposal or deposition of debris, waste, or other material containing crumbled, flaked, or ground 
pavement where it can pass into any river, stream, or lake. 


Lake and streambed alteration activities are covered under California Fish and Game Code 
Section 1600 et seq. Section 1600 et seq. typically do not apply to drainages that lack a defined bed 
and banks, such as swales and vernal pools. 
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Construction Activity Permitting 


As mentioned above, the RWQCB administers the NPDES stormwater permitting program in the San 
Francisco Bay Region for construction activities. Construction activities disturbing | acre or more of 
land are subject to the permitting requirements of the NPDES General Permit for Discharges of 
Storm Water Runoff Associated with Construction Activity (General Construction Permit). For 
qualifying projects, the project applicant must submit a notice of intent to the RWQCB to be covered 
by the General Construction Permit prior to the beginning of construction. The General Construction 
Permit requires the preparation and implementation of a SWPPP, which must be completed before 
construction begins. Implementation of the SWPPP starts with the commencement of construction 
and continues through the completion of the project. Upon completion of the project, the applicant 
must submit a notice of termination to the RWQCB to indicate that construction is completed. 


As of February 2003, the NPDES stormwater permit applies to all ground-disturbing activities that 
would affect 1 acre or more. For the purposes of the NPDES program, construction activities are 
defined as clearing, excavating, grading, or other land-disturbing activities. 


The SWPPP is required to identify receiving waters and stormwater discharge locations, and to 
include pollution prevention measures (erosion and sediment control measures, measures to control 
nonstormwater discharges and hazardous spills, and post-construction stormwater management 
measures); demonstration of compliance with all applicable local and regional erosion and sediment 
control and stormwater management standards; identification of responsible parties; a detailed 
construction description and timeline; and a monitoring and maintenance schedule for the best 
management practices (BMPs) for sediment control, spill containment, post-construction measures, 
etc. 


Dewatering Activities Permitting 


Small amounts of construction-related dewatering are covered under the General Construction 
Permit. For dewatering activities that are not covered by the General Dewatering Permit, an 
individual NPDES permit and waste discharge requirements (WDRs) must be obtained from the 
RWQCB. Generally, such a permit would include waste discharge limitations and prohibitions 
similar to or more stringent than those in the General Construction Permit, as well as monitoring and 
reporting requirements. 


Best Management Practices 


The term best management practices (BMPs) refers to a wide variety of measures taken to reduce 
pollutants in stormwater and other non-point source runoff. Measures range from source control, 
such as use of permeable pavement, to treatment of polluted runoff, such as detention or retention 
basins and constructed wetlands. Maintenance practices (e.g., street sweeping) and public outreach 
campaigns also fall under the category of BMPs. In general, data establishing the effectiveness of 
BMPs in reducing target pollutants is scarce. Further, the effectiveness of a particular BMP is highly 
contingent upon the context in which it is applied and the method in which it is implemented. BMPs 
are best used in combination to most effectively remove target pollutants. 


BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006 


Final Environmental Impact Statement 45-12 
Volume 1 J&S 04071.04 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Section 4.5. Hydrology 


4.5.3.3 Local 


Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program 


The Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program (Clean Water Program) was initiated with the goal 
of forging consistent, effective countywide strategies to control sources of stormwater pollution. The 
In 2001, San Francisco Bay RWQCB issued a joint municipal stormwater permit to the 17 agencies 
and cities participating in the Clean Water Program (Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program 
2001). The participating entities include Alameda County; ACFCD and its Zone 7; and the Cities of 
Alameda, Albany, Berkeley, Dublin, Emeryville, Fremont, Hayward, Livermore, Newark, Oakland, 
Piedmont, Pleasanton, San Leandro, and Union City. The Clean Water Program is responsible for 
helping participant entities ensure that they are fulfilling their obligations under the permit and for 
preparing detailed reports that describe what each entity is doing to prevent stormwater pollution. 
The Clean Water Program coordinates its activities with other pollution prevention programs, such as 
wastewater treatment, hazardous waste disposal, and waste recycling. 


The Clean Water Program has developed a Storm Water Quality Management Plan (Plan) that 
describes the Program’s approach to reducing stormwater pollution. The Storm Water Quality 
Management Plan for fiscal years 2001/02 through 2007/08 is the Clean Water Program’s third to 
date, and serves as the basis of the Clean Water Program’s NPDES permit (Alameda Countywide 
Clean Water Program 2001). This project in the City of Fremont, which is a participating entity of 
the Clean Water Program, is within the boundaries addressed by the Plan. The Plan does not regulate 
discharge requirements. Rather, the Clean Water Program’s Plan is an advisory tool intended to 
assist dischargers within the boundaries of the 17 participatory agencies to comply with RWQCB 
regulations. The Plan provides details and guidelines for RWQCB compliance for entities that will 
generate discharges to water bodies. 


4.5.4 Environmental Consequences and 
Mitigation Measures 


4.5.4.1 Methodology for Analysis of Environmental 
Consequences 


Potential impacts on hydrology and water quality were assessed qualitatively using standards 
developed by BART on the basis of regulatory requirements and accepted professional practice 
related to water resources management. 


4.5.4.2 Alternative-Specific Environmental Analysis 
Impacts Related to Operation of the WSX Alternative 


Impact H-1—Alteration of flooding conditions due to changes in infiltration rates, drainage 
patterns, or the rate and amount of surface runoff. 


WSX Alternative. Completion of the WSX Alternative would involve construction of impervious 
surfaces on areas that are presently undeveloped. Approximately 49 acres of impervious area would 
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be created as a result of construction and operation of the WSX Alternative (not including the 
additional 18 acres that would be created if the optional Irvington Station were also constructed). 
New areas of impervious surface would include the Warm Springs Station, the maintenance yard, the 
train control bungalow, the traction power substations, the gap breaker stations, and the ventilation 
structures. These additional impervious areas would decrease the amount of rainfall expected to 
infiltrate into the ground and would result in higher peak flows in area drainages. Increased peak 
flows could exacerbate flooding problems along the drainage lines that experience flooding under 
existing conditions (the northeastern portion of Lake Elizabeth, Mission Creek, Crandell Creek, 
Cafiada de Aliso, Agua Caliente Creek, and the unnamed tributary to Laguna Creek shown as Line H 
on Figure 4.5-1). If post-construction flows were not controlled, existing flooding problems could be 
exacerbated, and additional flooding and channel bank scouring could take place, resulting in an 
adverse impact on hydrology. Mitigation Measure H-1 would minimize this impact. 


Mitigation Measure H-1—Design and implement a stormwater management system to 
safely convey stormwater. BART will design and implement a stormwater management 
system and will develop and put into operation a stormwater management plan to convey 
flows up to and including the 100-year storm. The stormwater management system will be 
incorporated into plans and specifications for the WSX Alternative, and BART will submit 
the WSX Alternative designs to ACFCD for approval to ensure that the WSX Alternative 
does not exacerbate either upstream or downstream flooding conditions. Drainage systems 
must be designed in compliance with guidelines published by ACFCD. In addition, any 
work that would encroach on structures or areas owned or operated by ACFCD would require 
approval from ACFCD. The stormwater management plan may recommend use of 
stormwater detention facilities to temporarily store the increased flows from storms up to and 
including the 15-year storm, and to discharge the flows at approximately predevelopment 
levels. BART will consult with ACFCD, RWQCB, and the City of Fremont, as appropriate, 
to ensure that the WSX Alternative does not exacerbate either upstream or downstream 
flooding. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no change from current conditions. 
Impact H-2—Change in flood storage capacity at Lake Elizabeth. 


WSX Alternative. Lake Elizabeth is an important flood storage facility; any reduction in capacity of 
the lake would adversely affect the flood management capabilities of the City of Fremont and 
ACFCD. The WSX Alternative alignment crosses the northeast arm of the lake, which is 
approximately 6 feet deep. A subway would be constructed under the lake; the top of the subway 
box would be a minimum of 6 feet below the existing lake bottom. When subway construction is 
complete, the lake bottom would be backfilled over the structure and the lake would be restored over 
the alignment. Consequently, the long-term flood storage capacity of the lake after the WSX 
Alternative is completed would not differ from existing conditions.° This change is accordingly 
considered to have no impact. 


No-Build Alternative. There would be no change in flood storage capacity at Lake Elizabeth under 
the No-Build Alternative. 


° Temporary impacts on Lake Elizabeth during construction are discussed in Impacts H-9, H-10, and H-13 below. 
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Impact H-3—Loss of flood storage capacity at Tule Pond South. 


WSX Alternative. Construction of the WSX Alternative would necessitate filling in part of the 
portion of Tule Pond located south of Walnut Avenue (Tule Pond South). No major drainage lines 
presently flow into Tule Pond South, but it is hydrologically connected to the portion of Tule Pond 
located north of Walnut Avenue (Tule Pond North) via two culverts under Walnut Avenue. Filling in 
part of Tule Pond South would reduce available flood storage capacity. The deepening of Tule Pond 
to offset losses in storage due to the partial filling in one location of the pond would not necessarily 
result in increased flood storage capacity. The close proximity to groundwater levels during the 
normal wet season would result in a greater amount of stored water but no increased capacity to 
contain floodwater above this water level. The loss of flood storage capacity is considered an 
adverse impact. Mitigation Measure H-3 would rectify the impact. 


Mitigation Measure H-3-Mitigate the loss of flood storage capacity by providing an 
equal or greater amount of storage capacity at the same location. To maintain existing 
flood storage capacity, BART will expand Tule Pond South and/or create an additional flood 
storage facility (e.g., detention pond) at the same location. The storage capacity will be at 
least as large as the loss of storage resulting from installation of the WSX Alternative (see 
Figure 3-4a in Chapter 3, Alternatives Considered). 


No-Build Alternative. There would be no loss of flood storage capacity at Tule Pond South under 
the No-Build Alternative. 


Impact H-4—Delivery of increased pollutant loads to urban drainages from expanded 
impervious areas. 


WSX Alternative. Operation of the WSX Alternative would increase traffic and parking in the 
WSX Alternative corridor, resulting in increased accumulation of pollutants such as hydrocarbons 
and trace metals on impervious surfaces (roads and parking areas). These pollutants, which are 
delivered to waterways by local runoff, would have the potential to affect water quality and aquatic 
life, resulting in an adverse impact. The following mitigation measure would minimize potential 
impacts related to increased pollutant loads and associated water quality degradation. 


Mitigation Measure H-4—Incorporate design features and implement best management 
practices (BMPs) for post-construction water quality protection. BART will incorporate 
design features for post-construction water quality protection into the stormwater 
management system described in Mitigation Measure H-1 above, and will ensure that 
appropriate water quality protection BMPs are used during operation of the WSX 
Alternative. Design features may include, but will not necessarily be limited to, water quality 
inlets, grassy swales, oil-water separators, and wet ponds. These structures remove 
hydrocarbons, dissolved pollutants, and particulate matter using a range of mechanisms, 
including particulate settling, biological uptake, flocculation, and filtration. BART will 
monitor and maintain water quality design features as necessary for the life of the WSX 
Alternative. 


In addition to physical structures, BMPs may include programs designed to educate staff and 
reduce potential impacts on water quality. Likewise, BART may incorporate operational 
elements that will reduce or eliminate potential sources of point- and nonpoint source 
pollutants. In addition, BART may receive assistance in defining those BMPs and putting 
them into practice via the Clean Water Program’s stormwater quality management plan. 
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For stormwater discharges associated with the maintenance facility, BART will file a Notice 
of Intent for coverage under the State Water Resources Control Board’s General Permit for 
Discharges Associated with Industrial Activity. As required by the General Permit, BART 
will prepare a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for the maintenance facility 
and will implement BMPs as provided in the SWPPP. 


No-Build Alternative. Delivery of pollutant loads to urban drainages from expanded impervious 
areas would not occur under the No-Build Alternative. 


Impact H-5—Interference with groundwater recharge. 


WSX Alternative. As discussed under Impact H-1 above, the WSX Alternative would result in 
construction of additional areas of impervious surfaces, especially at the proposed Warm Springs 
Station and on associated sidewalks and parking lots. Increased areas of impervious surface could 
reduce the area available for potential recharge of groundwater by creating a barrier that water cannot 
penetrate (subsequently, the water could not infiltrate into the subsurface groundwater). However, 
soils underlying the WSX Alternative Warm Springs Station site are generally poorly drained silt and 
clay loams that provide little recharge capacity (Welch 1981). The WSX Alternative project consists 
primarily of underground subway rather than impervious ground cover in the vicinity of the Above 
Hayward Fault sub-basin where a major portion of ACWD’s recharge and extraction occurs. The 
potential reduction in the amount of groundwater recharge is considered a negligible effect. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would not interfere with groundwater recharge. 
Impact H-6—Potential depletion of local groundwater supplies during operation. 


WSX Alternative. As described in the Subsurface Hydrology subsection of Existing Conditions 
above, groundwater flows to the west in the WSX Alternative area. The subway segment of the 
WSX Alternative would represent a localized barrier to westward flow of groundwater near Lake 
Elizabeth, although the extent of the barrier would be limited. Moreover, westward flow of 
groundwater near Lake Elizabeth may be naturally impeded by the Hayward fault. In addition, 
groundwater tests indicate that aquifer flow is extensive and that the highly permeable soil layer 
reaches depth greater then 80 feet, while the WSX Alternative subway box is planned to a 35-40 foot 
maximum depth (Fugro West, Inc. 2004). A small amount of groundwater leakage within the tunnel 
section is anticipated. The estimated rate of leakage through the entire length of tunnel section is 

8 gallons per minute (gpm) (see Impact H-8 below). Compared to a 33,000 gpm flow calculated as 
potential groundwater intrusion to the open-cut tunnel area during the construction phase, (Fugro 
West, Inc. 2004) this leakage rate is negligible with respect to depletion of groundwater. 
Consequently, the presence of the subway segment of the WSX Alternative is not expected to result 
in substantial depletion of local groundwater supplies. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no change from current conditions. 
Impact H-7—Exposure of people or property to water-related hazards and flooding. 


WSX Alternative. There are numerous creeks, drainage channels, and storm drain facilities 
throughout the study area that cross the proposed WSX Alternative alignment and that would need to 
be protected, relocated, or modified to accommodate the project and satisfy BART and local agency 
criteria. Flooding is a concern along the northeastern portion of Lake Elizabeth and along Mission 
Creek, Crandell Creek, Cafiada de Aliso, the unnamed tributary to Laguna Creek shown as drainage 
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Line H in Table 4.5-1, and Agua Caliente Creek. Where the WSX Alternative crossed some of these 
drainages, flow exceeds the capacity of the existing conveyance structures during extreme flood 
events, and water moves as sheet flow across the existing railroad embankments (Federal Emergency 
Management Agency 2000a). 


Construction of the WSX Alternative is not considered a significant encroachment on the floodplain 
pursuant to Executive Order 11988 for the reasons that are summarized below and detailed in the 
Floodplain Finding Memorandum (see Appendix D). Therefore, the WSX Alternative is considered 
consistent with the goals of Executive Order 11988. The Floodplain Finding Memorandum 
identifies the following findings. 


m The risks associated with implementation of the WSX Alternative are not substantial adverse 
impacts because the WSX Alternative would reduce risk to life and property through increased 
conveyance at crossings, as needed. The WSX Alternative would not impact water surface 
elevations such that loss of life or property would result because the WSX Alternative would 
reduce risk to life and property through increased water conveyance at WSX Alignment 
crossings, as needed. 


m The WSX Alternative would not support incompatible floodplain development because it would 
serve as an extension to the current alignment and is consistent with surrounding land uses and 
floodplain values. 


m The WSX Alternative would not have any adverse impacts on natural and beneficial floodplain 
values because potential impacts to floodplain values would be limited to those temporary 
impacts associated with construction of the crossings. 


m= There are no special mitigation measures necessary to minimize impacts on floodplain values 
because floodplain values would be preserved and/or restored from the temporary effects of 
project construction by implementing the appropriate permit conditions developed during the 
permit process. The WSX Alternative would only affect existing local crossings, and would not 
adversely impact existing floodplain values. 


m The WSX Alternative does not constitute a significant floodplain encroachment as defined in the 
Federal Aid Policy Guide 23 CFR 650A (23 CFR 650.101 through 23 CFR 650.117), because the 
action would not alter emergency access or evacuation routes during flooding, would not pose an 
appreciable increased risk associated with flooding, would not adversely impact floodplain 
beneficial uses, and would not support base floodplain development. 


The WSX Alternative would increase conveyance capacity at the crossings as needed. Therefore, it 
is expected that property in the vicinity of the WSX Alternative would not be at risk for flooding post 
construction, thereby reducing risk to life and property. Additionally, the WSX Alternative would be 
constructed so that it does not interfere with the 100- or 500-year flow path from east to west. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no change from current conditions. 
Impact H-8—Water quality degradation from operational dewatering. 


WSX Alternative. Portions of the WSX Alternative, once complete, would be located at or below 
the local groundwater table. As a result, seepage of groundwater is likely to occur, and operation of 
the WSX Alternative would require dewatering. At the north and south ends of the tunnel section, 
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transition areas leading to each portal would be constructed as retained-cut or “U-Wall” sections. The 
areas adjacent to these transition areas would be graded to drain away from the transitions, but 
precipitation falling directly within the U-Wall area would flow to the portals where it would be 
collected in a sump before entering the tunnel and then pumped to the surface. Project plans show the 
northern portal pump station would pump to an existing storm drain at Stevenson Boulevard, which 
flows south through Central Park to Lake Elizabeth. The southern portal pump station is planned to 
drain to a grassy swale, which would drain to the south to the L-1 channel. These proposed drainage 
systems maintain existing drainage boundaries to the downstream facilities. 


The tunnel section would also have a sump and pump station to collect a normal rate of groundwater 
leakage, estimated at 8 gpm for the entire length of tunnel. The emergency fire flows from the 
tunnel’s fire suppression system will also drain to the tunnel sump. Currently, project plans show the 
tunnel pump would discharge to the vicinity of Mission Creek near the southern vent structure. 
Project design is being coordinated with ACFCD to determine the location and requirements for 
these three pump station discharges. 


Seepage water collected in the tunnel will not become polluted as it will not come into contact with 
significant quantities of pollutants within the tunnel. The seepage water originates from high quality 
groundwater that is also being used for domestic water supply. If stabilization of the soils 
surrounding the tunnel during construction becomes necessary, a neutral stabilization method will be 
applied. Features that help reduce pollutants from entering the tunnel seepage collection and 
conveyance systems (e.g., dust covers, traps, etc) can also be installed. Results from recent water 
quality testing of seepage water from other subway tunnel pump sumps show very low 
concentrations of heavy metals and hydrocarbons, most below detection level and the rest met water 
quality objectives as described in the Basin Plan (San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
2004) . 


It should be noted that the anticipated flow rate/volume (8 gpm) from the tunnel, may vary depending 
on final tunnel designed, implying that specific flow volumes and flow rates for any of the discharge 
options cannot be guaranteed at this time. 


Tunnel seepage will be collected in a pump sump as a part of operational dewatering. The collected 
tunnel seepage will be discharged in one of the following six methods: 


1. Discharge to Mission Creek. The collected tunnel seepage may be discharged to flow from the 
south vent structure over a 100-foot-long grassy swale southwest to Mission Creek. The 
groundwater infiltration to the subway will be collected in the tunnel sump at the rate of 8 gpm 
and discharged to the creek three times per day, for approximately 8 minutes, at a rate of 
500 gpm or 1.1 cfs. This flow rate is considered to be nominal as it is 0.14% of the Mission 
Creek 10-year flow of 790 cfs, and 0.03% of the 100-year flow of 3,360 cfs. The discharge will 
flow over the grassy swale as shallow sheet flow. The swale will allow for infiltration of pumped 
tunnel water, retention of sediments, particulate and other suspended constituents. Any potential 
erosion from the discharge would be handled by an erosion protection regime, such as rock rip 
rap or turf reinforcement. 


If this method is implemented, BART will confer with the RWQCB to determine whether an 
NPDES permit is required for the discharge. If so, BART will obtain and comply with the 
conditions of the NPDES permit. If the RWQCB determines that an NPDES permit is not 
required, but directs BART to undertake other actions (such as a monitoring program) to ensure 
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that Mission Creek is not adversely affected by the discharge, BART will comply with the 
RWOQCEB direction. 


2. Discharge to Lake Elizabeth. Tunnel seepage could also discharged directly to Lake Elizabeth. 
Lake Elizabeth is not a water quality limited water body and the tunnel seepage water volume is 
negligible by comparison to the volume of water in the lake (985 acre feet). If this method is 
implemented, BART will obtain and comply with the conditions of an NPDES permit 
authorizing the discharge. 


3. Discharge to newly created wetland. The City of Fremont is planning to create a new wetland 
area between Central Park and the UP alignment. The city is planning on using ground water to 
supply the wetland. Any tunnel seepage water pumped to the wetland would supplement and 
potentially reduce the amount of groundwater required. If this method is implemented, BART 
will confer with the RWQCB to determine whether an NPDES permit is required for the 
discharge. If so, BART will obtain and comply with the conditions of the NPDES permit. If the 
RWQCB determines that an NPDES permit is not required, but directs BART to undertake other 
actions (such as a monitoring program) to ensure that the wetland is not adversely affected by the 
discharge, BART will comply with the RWQCB direction. 


4. Irrigation Water. Pumped tunnel seepage water could be made available to the City of Fremont 
for irrigation in Central Park or the city’s golf course east of the railroad alignment. Any water 
provided for irrigation would reduce the amount of groundwater currently pumped for irrigation. 
Specific water quantities cannot be guaranteed at this time. Prior to utilizing the water for this 
purpose, BART and the City would test the water for various pollutants of concern in order to 
determine that none exist at concentrations above acceptable standards for this application. 
California Code of Regulations Title 22 guidelines for the unrestricted use of recycled water will 
be used as the standard. 


5. Groundwater Recharge. Pumped tunnel seepage could be used for groundwater recharge. If this 
method is implemented, BART will be required to notify the RWQCB and BART may be 
required to obtain a Waste Discharge Requirements Order (WDR) authorizing the discharge. 


6. Discharge to sanitary sewer. Pumped tunnel seepage could be treated on-site for sedimentation or 
other localized conditions (e.g., pH) and discharged to a sanitary sewer. However there are no 
nearby sewer lines. Given the expected good quality of the pumped tunnel seepage, this option it 
is not deemed necessary. Although the quantity of water is insignificant compared to the volume 
of water received by the sanitary sewer on a daily basis, BART will coordinate this activity with 
Union Sanitary District in order to coordinate the activity and to ensure that the sewer capacity is 
adequate. 


Mitigation measure H-8—Obtain NPDES permit and implement permit conditions for 
all operational dewatering activities that discharge to surface waters. 


A. If the subway seepage water is discharged to Mission Creek, Lake Elizabeth, a new 
wetland area, or used for groundwater recharge, BART will confer with the RWQCB to 
determine whether an NPDES permit or Waste Discharge Requirements are required for 
the discharge. If so, BART will obtain and comply with the conditions of the NPDES 
permit or WDRs. If the RWQCB determines that an NPDES permit or WDRs are not 
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required, but directs BART to undertake other actions (such as a monitoring program) to 
ensure that the receiving waters or wetlands are not adversely affected by the discharge, 
BART will comply with the RWQCB direction. 


B. If the subway seepage discharge is used for irrigation water, prior to utilizing the water 
for this purpose, BART and the City of Fremont will test the water for various pollutants 
of concern in order to determine that none exist at concentrations above acceptable 
standards for this application. (California Code of Regulations Title 22 guidelines for the 
unrestricted use of recycled water would be used as the standard.) 


C. Although not considered necessary at this time, if the subway seepage is pumped to a 
sanitary sewer, BART will coordinate this activity with the Union Sanitary District. 


D. If a groundwater recharge method is selected, BART may be required to obtain permits 
from ACWD and the USEPA. In that event, as part of the permitting process, BART 
would provide any necessary documentation of water quality to ensure adequate 
protection of beneficial uses. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no change from current conditions. 


Impacts Related to Construction of the WSX Alternative 


Impact H-9—Potential for accelerated erosion and discharge of sediment into water bodies as a 
result of ground-disturbing activities. 


WSX Alternative. Construction of the WSX Alternative would require site clearing and grading 
along the WSX Alternative alignment; at the sites of the proposed Warm Springs Station, 
maintenance facilities, and traction power and train control facilities; and at sites of proposed 
construction laydown areas. Exposed soil could be eroded and additional sediment discharged to 
water bodies in the vicinity of the WSX Alternative. Increased sediment load has the potential to 
clog the gills and filters of aquatic organisms, to decrease flood storage capacity in Lake Elizabeth 
and Tule Pond, and to decrease aesthetic and recreational values in these and the other water bodies 
in the vicinity of the WSX Alternative, resulting in a possible impact on hydrology. The following 
mitigation measure would minimize this impact. 


Mitigation Measure H-9—Ensure implementation of stormwater general NPDES 
permit conditions. As required by the NPDES General Permit for Discharges of Storm 
Water Associated with Construction Activities, BART will ensure that specific erosion and 
sediment control measures are utilized during WSX Alternative construction to prevent 
accelerated erosion stemming from grading and other ground-disturbing activities. Measures 
include, but are not limited to, the following. 


Erosion Control Measures: 
= Temporary and permanent seeding of disturbed areas and stockpiles. 
= Use of erosion control blankets. 


= Stabilization of construction area entrances and exits. 
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= Dust suppression (e.g., watering exposed surfaces and stockpiles of soils and/or 
excavated material, covering stockpiles with plastic tarps). 


Sediment Control Measures: 


= Use of straw rolls, sediment fences, straw bales, and/or sediment traps to prevent 
sediment-laden runoff from leaving the construction area. 


= Use of temporary dikes to redirect or control runoff. 


These measures would be installed before October 15 and monitored throughout the winter 
rainy season (October 15—March 15). The measures and monitoring requirements specified 
under the NPDES General Permit would minimize the potential for accelerated erosion and 
sedimentation. In addition, BART may receive assistance in defining and utilizing those 
BMPs via the Clean Water Program’s stormwater quality management plan. BART will 
verify that a notice of intent (NOI) and a SWPPP have been filed before allowing 
construction to begin. BART will routinely inspect the project site to verify that the BMPs 
specified in the SWPPP are properly installed and maintained. BART will immediately 
notify the contractor if there is a noncompliance issue and require compliance. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no change from current conditions. 


Impact H-10—Water quality degradation at Lake Elizabeth, Mission Creek, Tule Pond, and 
Canada de Aliso during construction. 


WSX Alternative. Soil and geologic conditions vary over the length of the WSX alignment. BART 
intends to utilize conventional cut-and-cover excavation where feasible. The alignment would be 
excavated with laid-back slopes, meaning that the walls of the excavation would have a 

horizontal: vertical ratio of approximately 2:1 to stabilize the soil and avoid cave-ins while the 
subway structure is being constructed. When the subway construction is completed, the excavation 
would be backfilled over the subway structure to restore the pre-existing ground level. For certain 
areas, a variation of the cut-and-cover method would be used where sheet piles (metal sheets driven 
into the ground to hold back the surrounding earth from the excavation zone) might be used instead 
of laid-back slopes to create a narrower construction zone. Given the presence of a known aquifer 
underlying a portion of the project area, the need for construction dewatering is anticipated. 


Along an approximate 2,500-foot length of the 4,600-foot subway section through Fremont Central 
Park, there is a highly permeable sand and gravel layer. According to preliminary geotechnical 
analysis, construction dewatering in the area of this layer by conventional means may be technically 
infeasible (Fugro West 2004). Limiting or eliminating groundwater intrusion to the subway 
excavation area through the use of cement slurry walls or other methods appears to be necessary for 
project construction in this area. Further, hydrologic investigations will be utilized to determine 
appropriate construction methods. However, whatever construction method is selected, the discharge 
of groundwater extracted during construction dewatering in this area would be subject to the 
discharge permitting requirements discussed below. (The anticipated construction methods to be 
utilized at Lake Elizabeth, Mission Creek, Tule Pond and Cafiada de Aliso may also be adjusted 
depending on the results of further hydrologic investigations.) 


Construction of the WSX Alternative would include the installation of a temporary cofferdam in 
Lake Elizabeth to accommodate the cut-and-cover construction operation. The cofferdam in Lake 
Elizabeth is expected to consist of an earthen fill placed at the mouth of the eastern arm of the lake. 
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When the cofferdam is in place, the area east of the cofferdam would be dewatered by pumping 
water into the western side of the lake. When dewatering is completed, the alignment would be 
excavated with laid-back slopes, that would have a horizontal:vertical ratio of approximately 2:1. 
When subway construction is completed, the lake bottom would be backfilled over the subway 
structure; water would flow back into the lake’s eastern arm from the western side of the lake; and 
the cofferdam would be removed, restoring the lake over the alignment. 


A similar construction method would be used for cut-and-cover subway construction at Mission 
Creek, except that sheet piles might be employed to create a narrower construction zone. Creek flow 
downstream would be maintained through temporary culverts or other means. 


Sediments on the bottom of Lake Elizabeth and Mission Creek in the vicinity of the cofferdams 
could be entrained into lake and creek waters by cofferdam installation and removal operations, 
potentially increasing turbidity. Further, the cut-and-cover operation at Lake Elizabeth and Mission 
Creek could loosen lake-bottom sediments, such that when water is restored to the dewatered section 
of the lake or channel, the sediments could be more prone to entrainment and subsequent 
downstream conveyance. 


Dewatering and fill placement activities at Tule Pond and in Mission Creek, where the option of 
operational dewatering discharges exists, could also result in release of sediments during construction 
and dewatering. Construction activities at Tule Pond may vary based on final design level soils, 
geotechnical, and hydrological analyses. It is likely, however, that dewatering of all or a portion of 
Tule Pond would be required. The construction sequence might entail driving sheet piles within the 
construction zones in Tule Pond and then pumping out the water in the affected portion of the pond. 


In other areas of the alignment, such as Cafiada de Aliso, construction activities will likely include 
excavation and removal of existing drainage structures under the railroad tracks, grading of existing 
channels, and installation of pipe and box culverts underneath the WSX Alternative alignment. 


Therefore, construction of the WSX Alternative has the potential to degrade water quality at Lake 
Elizabeth, Mission Creek, Tule Pond, and Cafiada de Aliso. Implementation of the following 
mitigation measures would avoid this impact. 


Mitigation Measure H-10(a)—Implement water quality control measures to prevent 
release of sediment. BART will ensure that water quality control measures, such as 
turbidity barriers/curtains, are in place before construction activities begin in these areas, and 
before cofferdam installation. The barriers have pores that are large enough to allow water to 
pass through, but the pores are small enough to trap most sediments that may be suspended in 
the water. Measures will be installed on the west side of the cofferdam in Lake Elizabeth to 
prevent the release of disturbed lake-bottom sediments into the majority of the lake. 
Additional turbidity barriers/curtains or other appropriate measures will be installed at the 
outlet to Mission Creek to retain entrained lake-bottom sediments. BART may also use 
additional technologies to reduce potential impacts on water quality. These technologies may 
include, but not be limited to, the use of sheet piles instead of using an earthen cofferdam. 


BART will also ensure that construction activities related to dewatering or the runoff of 
stormwater from Lake Elizabeth, Mission Creek, Tule Pond, and Cajfiada de Aliso will 
incorporate BMPs to minimize impacts on water quality. BMPs may include, but not be 
limited to, using sediment barriers (e.g., silt curtains), limiting the amount of exposed soils, 
and incorporating settling basins before discharge of water. 
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Mitigation Measure H-10(b)—Obtain NPDES permit and implement permit conditions 
for all construction dewatering activities that discharge to surface waters. If feasible, 
wastewater generated as a part of construction dewatering will be either contained onsite 
such that there is no discharge to surface waters or discharged to the sanitary sewer for 
treatment at a wastewater treatment plant. 


If discharge to surface waters is unavoidable, prior to engaging in construction-related 
dewatering activities, BART will obtain an NPDES permit and WDRs from the RWQCB. 
Depending on the volume and characteristics of the discharge, coverage under the General 
Construction Permit is possible. This permit contains numerical and narrative limits that are 
sufficiently protective of water quality such that impacts to surface water or groundwater as a 
result of dewatering effluent will be minimized. 


If dewatering discharges are of a nature that will not allow coverage under the General 
Construction Permit, BART will need to obtain an individual NPDES permit for dewatering 
discharges, which will also contain standards such that water quality is not degraded. 


During dewatering activities, all permit conditions will be followed. This will include the 
design and implementation of measures to meet permit conditions, such as retention of 
dewatering effluent until all particulate matter has settled before it is discharged, use of 
infiltration areas, and other BMPs. Final selection of water quality control measures will be 
subject to approval by RWQCB. 


BART will verify that coverage under the appropriate NPDES permit has been obtained 
before allowing dewatering to begin. BART will routinely inspect the dewatering site to 
verify that measures specified in the permit are properly implemented and perform visual 
inspections of effluent to verify quality before the effluent is discharged. Inspections will 
include verification that the effluent is not discolored and does not exhibit sheens or films, 
which indicate the presence of contaminants other than sediment. If, during the dewatering 
permitting process, it is determined that there is reasonable potential for contaminants besides 
sediment to be found in dewatered effluent, BART will collect samples and conduct 
laboratory analyses for these constituents as part of the monitoring regime. For ongoing 
dewatering activities, monitoring will be performed at least biweekly. BART will 
immediately notify the contractor if there is a noncompliance issue and require compliance. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no change from current conditions. 
Impact H-11—Release of hazardous substances that violate water quality standards. 


WSX Alternative. Laydown and operation of construction equipment, including heavy earthmoving 
equipment and haul trucks, could result in the accidental release of substances such as fuels and 
lubricants that have the potential to degrade water quality and result in violation of applicable water 
quality standards, which would result in an impact on water quality. The following mitigation 
measure would avoid or minimize this impact. 


Mitigation Measure H-11—Implement hazardous materials spills prevention and 
control plan. As part of its NPDES General Permit for Construction Activities, BART will 
be required to develop and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), 
which includes provisions for hazardous material spill prevention and control related to the 
use of construction equipment for the WSX Alternative. The SWPPP will describe storage 
procedures and construction site housekeeping practices and identify the parties responsible 
for monitoring and spill response. The measures and monitoring procedures required under 
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the NPDES General Permit will minimize the potential for release of hazardous materials to 
the environment. BART will ensure the filing of the NOI for the NPDES permit and 
development and implementation of aSWPPP. BART will review the SWPPP before 
allowing construction to begin. BART will routinely inspect the project site to verify that the 
BMPs specified in the SWPPP are properly installed and maintained. BART will 
immediately notify the contractor if there is a noncompliance issue. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no change from current conditions. 
Impact H-12—Potential depletion of local groundwater supplies during construction. 


WSX Alternative. As described in Existing Conditions above, the Hayward fault may act as a 
significant barrier to east-west movement of groundwater in the WSX Alternative area. During 
construction, dewatering of Tule Pond would be required, and depending on the hydrology of the 
area, dewatering of the retained-cut section between Walnut Avenue and Stevenson Boulevard might 
also be required. Near Lake Elizabeth, the water table is located 0-8 feet below ground surface. 
Groundwater is present within the depth of excavation that would be required for construction of the 
subway segment of the WSX Alternative (Fugro West, Inc. 2004). Construction of the subway 
beneath Lake Elizabeth and Mission Creek would also require a dewatering system. 


Dewatering measures may result in localized lowering of shallow groundwater levels. This 
groundwater supports wetland and riparian habitats in the area. Because the effects of dewatering on 
shallow groundwater would be temporary and localized (briefer than 6 months and within 1,000 feet 
of the alignment), they are expected to be minimal. Potential impacts from this activity on biological 
resources are discussed in detail in Section 4.6, Wetlands. 


The Alameda County Water District withdraws groundwater from eight production wells in the 
Peralta-Tyson Wellfield, which receives a significant amount of water from the Above Hayward 
Fault sub-basin in the WSX Alternative project tunnel portion through Central Park. The Above 
Hayward Fault sub-basin has been calculated at high values of permeability (hydraulic conductivity) 
with extensive groundwater flow, as determined by the construction dewatering feasibility study 
completed for the WSX Alternative (Fugro West 2004). In fact, groundwater flow is so great that 
construction dewatering by conventional means may be technically infeasible along a portion of the 
subway section and other construction alternatives to eliminate or limit groundwater intrusion are 
being explored (discussed above under Impact H-10). 


Mitigation Measure H-12—Develop and implement a construction dewatering plan. 
Prior to construction, BART or BART's contractor will develop and implement a 
construction dewatering plan based on a comprehensive hydrogeological assessment of 
groundwater conditions in the Above Hayward Fault aquifer in the vicinity of the WSX 
alignment. The hydrogeological assessment will be developed with ACWD staff’s assistance 
to determine the potential variations in groundwater levels in the subject aquifer. The location 
of testing wells will be determined in collaboration with ACWD. The testing will be 
completed prior to issuance of the notice to proceed to the contractor. BART will require 
BART’s contractor to submit the construction dewatering plan to ACWD for its concurrence. 
The plan will identify the portions of subway construction that will be constructed using 
conventional dewatering techniques and those areas that would require alternative 
construction techniques, such as a jet-grouted base slab and/or deep soil mixing walls to 
minimize the need for groundwater pumping. The plan will address the potential effects of 
the selected construction techniques on groundwater level and will incorporate performance 
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criteria developed in consultation with ACWD to limit pumping related to project 
dewatering. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no change from current conditions. 
Impact H-13—Temporary reduction in flood storage capacity at Lake Elizabeth. 


WSX Alternative. Construction of the WSX Alternative would include the installation of a 
temporary cofferdam in Lake Elizabeth to accommodate the cut-and-cover construction operation. 
The presence of the cofferdam is expected to displace 50 acre-feet of flood storage. Lake Elizabeth 
currently provides 985 acre-feet of storage (Jones & Stokes 2000), so approximately 935 acre-feet of 
storage would still be available even if 50 acre-feet of storage were temporarily displaced. However, 
although the City of Fremont is required to maintain only 931 acre-feet of storage for flood control 
purposes (Jones & Stokes 2000), the reduction in flood storage capacity could have considerable 
impacts on downstream flooding if a substantial storm occurred during construction. In addition, 
during flood events, Mission Creek frequently flows over the eastern bank of Lake Elizabeth into the 
area that would be enclosed by the cofferdam and dewatered during construction. Consequently, 
flooding on Mission Creek during construction could inundate the construction area, possibly 
damaging the facilities and releasing hazardous construction-related materials to the environment, 
which would result in an impact on flood storage capacity. This impact would be avoided by 
Mitigation Measure H-13(a) if construction at Lake Elizabeth can be completed between April 1 and 
November 1. If not, Mitigation Measure H-13(b) would compensate for the impact. 


Mitigation Measure H-13(a)—Limit construction of cut-and-cover subway to the dry 
season. BART will close the cofferdam after April 1 and will complete construction and 
breach the cofferdam by November 1. Using this construction method, there would only be a 
small reduction in flood storage during the flood season (fill above the normal water level) 
and the construction period would be maximized. 


If WSX Alternative construction at Lake Elizabeth cannot be completed between April 1 and 
November 1, Mitigation Measure H-13(b) will be instituted. 


Mitigation Measure H-13(b)—Create additional flood storage capacity equal to or 
greater than the temporary reduction in flood storage during construction. One or more 
of the following solutions could be employed to provide additional flood storage to offset the 
temporary reduction of flood storage during construction activities. 


= Actively manage the level of water within Lake Elizabeth to provide additional storage 
capacity equal to the storage loss. 


= Construct a second temporary cofferdam on the east side of the open trenching activities 
during construction and divert flows back into the eastern arm of Elizabeth Lake. 


= Construct additional storage facilities (e.g., detention basin) at the same location to 
provide additional storage capacity. 


One or more of these solutions would be implemented with the review and concurrence of 
the City of Fremont and ACFCD. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no change from current conditions. 
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Impacts Related to the Optional Irvington Station 


The discussion of impacts related to the optional Irvington Station concludes that, with mitigation 
applied, there would be no adverse impacts on water resources in the area proposed for the optional 
Irvington Station. 


Impacts Related to Station Operation 


Impact H-14—Allteration of flooding conditions due to changes in infiltration rates, drainage 
patterns, or the rate and amount of surface runoff as a result of the presence of optional 
Irvington Station. 


WSX Alternative. The optional Irvington Station would add 18 acres of impervious surface to the 
49 acres resulting from operation and construction of the WSX Alternative. The additional 
impervious area would further decrease the amount of rainfall expected to infiltrate into the ground 
and would result in higher peak flows in area drainages. As described under Impact H-1 above, 
uncontrolled post-construction flows could exacerbate existing flooding problems and could 
contribute to additional flooding and channel bank scouring. This would be considered an adverse 
impact. Mitigation Measure H-1 would minimize this impact. 


Mitigation Measure H-1—Design and implement a stormwater management system to 
safely convey stormwater. This mitigation measure is described above. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no change from current conditions. 


Impacts Related to Station Construction 


WSX Alternative. Some of the impacts and mitigation measures identified above for the WSX 
Alternative would also apply to the optional Irvington Station. For construction-related impacts, 
Impacts H-9 and H-11 and Mitigation Measures H-9 and H-11 would apply. The section Impacts 
Related to Warm Springs Extension above contains descriptions of mitigation measures that apply to 
both the Warm Springs Extension and the optional Irvington Station. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no change from current conditions. 
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Section 4.6 
Wetlands 


4.6.1 Introduction 


This section describes existing conditions related to wetlands and other bodies of water in the vicinity 
of the WSX Alternative. The section also analyzes the WSX Alternative’s potential impacts on 
wetlands and other waters and identifies mitigation measures to address substantial adverse impacts. 


4.6.2 Affected Environment 
4.6.2.1 Methodology for Assessment of Existing Conditions 


The area studied for the analysis of wetlands encompassed the 5.4-mile-long approximately 100-foot- 
wide WSX Alternative corridor, an access road along Morrison Creek, New Marsh, and an adjacent 
biological resource area. This is referred to as the wetlands study area. 


Inventory of Existing Information 


As preparation for the field surveys, Jones & Stokes biologists, independent scientists retained by 
BART to evaluate project effects, conducted a search of pertinent existing literature to evaluate the 
potential for sensitive wetlands habitats to occur in the biological resources study area. The 
following sources of information were used in the pre-field inventory. 


m Pertinent environmental documents, including the following. 


Q Lake Elizabeth Stivers Lagoon Marsh Design and Improvement Program, Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (City of Fremont 1993a). 


Q Lake Elizabeth Stivers Lagoon Marsh Design and Improvement Program, Final 
Environmental Impact Report (City of Fremont 1993b). 


Q Biological Resource Assessment for the Grimmer Boulevard and Irvington Pump Station 
Sites Owned by San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (Environmental Collaborative for 
Baseline Environmental Consulting 2000). 


Jones & Stokes staff also consulted individuals recognized as experts in biological issues relevant to 
the wetlands study area. These individuals are listed in the personal communications section in 
Chapter 10, References. 
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Field Surveys 


Jones & Stokes biologists conducted reconnaissance-level surveys of the wetlands study area in May 
2002 and December 2004. The biologists collected data by walking and driving the project site and 
recorded the data in the field on data sheets and aerial photographs (scale 1:2,400). Special attention 
was paid to sensitive resources such as wetlands. 


Reconnaissance-level surveys for special-status and common wildlife were conducted on May 14 and 
15, 2002 (see Section 4.7, Biological Resources). During the reconnaissance-level wildlife surveys, 
a wildlife biologist walked the length of the WSX Alternative corridor gathered information to assess 
the suitability of existing habitats, including wetlands habitats, for special-status wildlife species; 
where habitat suitable for special-status wildlife was encountered, its areal extent and potential as 
breeding habitat were evaluated. 


Wetlands Delineation 


A formal delineation of waters of the U.S. in the biological resources study area was conducted on 
June 6, 2002, to identify bodies of water, including wetlands, that qualify for jurisdictional status 
under Section 404 of the federal Clean Water Act (see 3.4.6, Regulatory Setting, below). The survey 
was conducted by a botanist/wetland ecologist and a soil scientist in accordance with standard 
protocols detailed in the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual 
(Environmental Laboratory 1987). 


4.6.2.2 Existing Conditions 


Wetlands habitats in the study area were divided into two primary types: open water habitats and 
forested and emergent seasonal wetlands. The existing conditions of those resources are summarized 
below. 


Open Water Habitats 


Bodies of open water in the biological resources study area include Lake Elizabeth, New Marsh, and 
several creeks. The deeper areas of open water are largely unvegetated. However, vegetation is 
found along shorelines. The following sections focus on vegetation communities along the 
shorelines of the open water habitats in the biological resources study area. 


Lake Elizabeth and New Marsh 


Lake Elizabeth, located in Fremont Central Park, originated as a natural sag pond along an active 
trace of the Hayward fault (City of Fremont 1991, as amended).' (See Figures 4.6-la through 4.6-1c 
for locations of wetlands in project corridor.) It has been artificially modified to form a year-round 
recreational lake maintained with groundwater, and also provides flood storage capacity for the City 
of Fremont during the wet season (Jones & Stokes 2000). Lake Elizabeth encompasses 83 acres. 
Approximately 550 linear feet of the WSX Alternative alignment is within (in a subway structure) 
the northeast arm of Lake Elizabeth; the WSX Alternative corridor includes 3.7 acres or 
approximately 4% of the lake’s area. The portion of Lake Elizabeth intersected by the WSX 
Alternative corridor has a maximum depth of approximately 6 feet. Much of Lake Elizabeth’s 


' Sag pond refers to a wetted depression formed by surface deformation along an active fault trace. 
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shoreline consists of concrete and riprap, but a narrow band of cattail (Typha latifolia) and bulrush 
(Scirpus acutus) grows along the lake’s southern and eastern margins. An island in the southern 
portion of the lake supports arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis) cover. 


New Marsh is located approximately 300 feet from the east edge of the WSX Alternative 
construction corridor and approximately 400 feet from the centerline of the corridor at the northern 
end of Lake Elizabeth. New Marsh is a small (1.8-acre) pond created in the late 1980s to serve as a 
retention basin for runoff from surrounding portions of Fremont Central Park. The shoreline of New 
Marsh supports patches of bulrush and cattail. 


Creek Habitat 


There are nine streams within the WSX Alternative corridor, all of which have been rerouted and 
altered from their historical condition (see Figure 4.5-1 in Section 4.5, Hydrology). Five of the 
streams (K, I, J, H, and M) are either culverted or channelized and lined with concrete where they 
cross the WSX Alternative corridor; they serve as flood control channels and are maintained by the 
Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (ACFCD). The remaining four (L, 
L-1,° L-10, and H-1) are open channels that have not been hardscaped. 


Mission Creek is a perennial tributary of Coyote Creek, a principal drainage of the South Bay region 
that enters San Francisco Bay southwest of Fremont (see related discussion in Section 4.5, 
Hydrology). The 6-foot-wide channel that characterizes Mission Creek in the WSX Alternative 
corridor was established in 1986 when Lake Elizabeth was excavated. Although Mission Creek is a 
tributary of Coyote Creek, high wet-season flows typically back up where the creek is culverted at 
Paseo Padre Parkway and flow via a weir into Lake Elizabeth. As the flood flows subside, lake 
water drains back into Mission Creek via the same weir. During extreme flood events, flood flows in 
Mission Creek overtop the bank and discharge directly into Lake Elizabeth upstream of the weir 
(Jones & Stokes 2000). Mission Creek supports a range of emergent, upland, and ruderal plant 
species along its banks (Figure 4.6-1a). 


The other eight streams within the WSX Alternative corridor, including the unnamed flood control 
channel north of Paseo Padre Parkway, are tributaries to Mission Creek. They range from 2 feet 
wide to approximately 6 feet wide. Some support intermittent emergent vegetation such as 
watercress (Nasturtium officinale); most also support ruderal vegetation such as cocklebur (Xanthium 
strumarium) on their banks. Emergent vegetation along the unnamed flood control channel north of 
Paseo Padre Parkway includes cattail, watercress, bulrush, alkali bulrush (Scirpus robustus), and 
knotweed (Polygonum sp.). Saltgrass (Distichlis spicata), rabbit’s-foot grass (Polypogon 
monspeliensis), and cocklebur are also found on the banks of this unnamed flood control channel. 


One additional stream would be affected by improvements to the existing ACFCD maintenance road 
for emergency vehicle access to the southern ventilation structure. Morrison Creek is a natural 
stream that originates in Morrison Canyon in eastern Fremont, midway between Niles Canyon and 
Interstate 680, and it is a tributary of Mission Creek. West of Mission Boulevard, the natural stream 
channel has been rerouted to a channel that parallels the UP railroad. In the project area, the stream 
channel parallels the eastern boundary of Fremont Central Park from Stevenson Boulevard to its 
confluence with Mission Creek. The channel, which is approximately 25 feet wide at its upper edge, 
is V-shaped for approximately 1,875 feet south of Stevenson Boulevard. This section of the stream 


* Line L-1 is slated for removal by the City of Fremont’s grade separations project. 
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does not support wetlands. The southern 1,425 feet of the channel is U-shaped and supports 
emergent aquatic vegetation, including umbrella sedge (Cyperus eragrostis), barnyard grass 
(Echinochloa crus-galli), and Italian ryegrass (Lolium multiflorum). 


Forested and Emergent Seasonal Wetlands 


There are four occurrences of forested and emergent seasonal wetland habitat within the wetlands 
study area: at Tule Pond South, east of Lake Elizabeth, along Mission Creek; and along the flood 
control channels adjacent to the UP alignment north of Paseo Padre Parkway (see Figure 4.6-1a). 
Although identified as separate localities, the occurrences east of Lake Elizabeth and along Mission 
Creek are treated as a single site because they are physically contiguous and biologically similar. 


Riparian Habitat (Forested) 


The project corridor supports approximately 6.0 acres of riparian habitat in three locations: Tule 
Pond South, Lake Elizabeth/Mission Creek, and north of Paseo Padre Parkway (Figure 4.6-1a). 


Like Lake Elizabeth, Tule Pond occupies a natural sag formed along the Hayward fault that has been 
modified to serve as a flood control basin for local runoff during the wet season (Parikh Consultants 
2002). Tule Pond is bisected by Walnut Avenue; the portion north of Walnut Avenue (Tule Pond 
North) is hydrologically connected to the portion south of Walnut Avenue (Tule Pond South) via two 
18-inch culverts. The portion of Tule Pond outside the project corridor (Tule Pond North) 
encompasses an area of 1.6 acres. The portion of Tule Pond within the WSX Alternative corridor 
(Tule Pond South) encompasses an area of approximately 1.1 acres and is seasonally flooded; at the 
time of the May—July 2002 surveys, Tule Pond South was dry except for a small pool approximately 
1 to 2 feet deep in the northern portion of the basin. Tule Pond South supports 1.2 acres of riparian 
forest habitat, which is dominated by arroyo willow. 


As of the May 2002 survey, the extent of riparian forest east of Lake Elizabeth was approximately 
6.0 acres. The dominant overstory species in this area are willows (Salix spp.). The understory 
typically consists of blackberries (Rubus spp.), poison-oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum), poison 
hemlock (Conium maculatum), rushes (Juncus spp.), and stinging nettle (Urtica dioica). Riparian 
vegetation along Mission Creek consists of a dense canopy of red willow (Salix laevigata), arroyo 
willow, and sandbar willow (S. exigua). Because the floodplain adjacent to Mission Creek is several 
feet above the ordinary high water mark, willow scrub in this area is subject only to occasional 
flooding. 


The flood control channels north of Paseo Padre Parkway support 0.9 acres of riparian forest similar 
to that east of Lake Elizabeth and along Mission Creek. This flood control channel supports willow 
scrub habitat. The riparian forest at this location is within the area affected by the City of Fremont’s 
grade separations project and will be removed or substantially disturbed prior to implementation of 
the WSX Alternative. 


Seasonal Wetlands 


Emergent seasonal wetland habitat occurs in three occurrences: Tule Pond South (1.5 acres), 
adjacent to the flood control channels north of Paseo Padre Parkway (0.212 acre), and isolated 
patches along the WSX Alternative alignment (0.8 acre). The wetlands delineation report prepared 
for the WSX Alternative, A Report on Wetlands and Other Aquatic Habitats Occurring along the 
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Proposed Warm Springs Extension, (San Francisco 
Bay Area Rapid Transit District 2002) is available under separate cover and contains detailed 
information on individual wetland features. The wetlands delineation report is available for review at 
the BART offices at 300 Lakeshore Drive, 21st Floor, Oakland, CA 94612. The following 
paragraphs provide a summary of the report. 


Wetlands habitat at Tule Pond South supports knotweed, cattail, and hardstem bulrush 
(Schoenoplectus acutus). Adjacent upland habitat is dominated by ripgut grass, wild barley, and 
coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis). 


Approximately 0.212 acre of seasonal wetlands is present in the area north of Paseo Padre Parkway, 
on both sides of the flood control channels (Huffman & Associates 2002a; City of Fremont 2005). 
Dominant species include smartweed, bristly ox-tongue (Picris echioides), curly dock (Rumex 
crispus), and poison hemlock. Adjacent herbaceous uplands at this location consist primarily of 
annual grassland dominated by Italian ryegrass, in association with bird’s-foot trefoil (Lotus 
corniculatus), bristly ox-tongue, curly dock, field bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis), bull thistle 
(Cirsium vulgare), and narrow-leaved milkweed (Asclepias fascicularis). 


The 2002 surveys identified an emergent seasonal wetland approximately 500 feet south of the 
proposed location of the optional Irvington Station, along the west side of the WSX Alternative 
alignment between the two railroad tracks. This wetland is approximately 550 feet long and 
encompasses an area of 0.39 acre. The dominant species is creeping spikerush (Eleocharis 
macrostachya); associated species include Italian ryegrass, bristly ox-tongue, creeping wildrye 
(Leymus triticoides), umbrella sedge (Cyperus eragrostis), and water pygmy-weed (Crassula 
aquatica). Adjacent upland vegetation is dominated by Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon) in 
association with stinkweed (Ditrichia graveolens), curly dock, scarlet pimpernel (Anagallis 
arvensis), Mediterranean mustard (Hirschfeldia incana), and wild oat (Avena fatua). This wetland is 
within the area affected by the city’s grade separations project and will be removed prior to 
implementation the WSX Alternative, assuming the grade separations project takes place as planned; 
additional discussion of this issue is provided in the impacts discussion below. 


Table 4.6-1 summarizes the wetland communities in the wetlands study area. 
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Table 4.6-1. Wetland Vegetation Communities in the Study Area 


Habitat Type (Location) Acreage 
Seasonal wetland (Tule Pond South) 1.5 
Seasonal wetland (Morrison Creek)* 0.3 
Seasonal wetland (flood control channel north of Paseo Padre Parkway)* 0.3 
Seasonal wetland (500 ft south of optional Irvington Station)* 0.7 
Seasonal wetland (500 ft south of optional Irvington Station) 0.1 

Total wetland 2.9 
Riparian (Tule Pond South) 1.2 
Riparian (Mission Creek/Lake Elizabeth) 3.9 
Riparian (north of Paseo Padre Parkway)* 0.9 

Total riparian 6.0 
Open water (Lake Elizabeth) 3.7 
Streambed (Morrison Creek) 0.1 
Open water (Mission Creek) 0.2 
Open water (Unnamed Creek A)* 0.1 
Open water (other creeks in WSX Alternative corridor) 0.3 

Total open water 4.4 
Notes: 


* Denotes communities within the City of Fremont’s grade separations project boundaries. 


Source: Jones & Stokes 


4.6.3 Regulatory Setting 


The following federal, state, and local laws, regulations, ordinances, and rules are related to wetlands 
and the construction and operation of the WSX Alternative. 


4.6.3.1 Federal 


Clean Water Act 


The Clean Water Act (CWA) is the primary federal law protecting the quality of the nation’s surface 
waters, including lakes, rivers, and wetlands. As such, it empowers the U.S. EPA to set national 
water quality standards and effluent limitations and establishes permit review mechanisms to enforce 
them, operating on the principle that all discharges into the nation’s waters are unlawful unless 
specifically authorized by a permit. Key provisions of the CWA are described in detail in Section 
4.5, Hydrology. 
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Most of the CWA’s provisions are at least indirectly relevant to the management and protection of 
wetlands and biological resources because of the link between water quality and ecosystem health. 
The portions of the CWA that are most directly relevant to wetlands management are contained in 
CWA Section 404, which regulates the discharge of dredged and fill materials into waters of the 
U.S., which include the following features. 


m All areas within the ordinary high water mark of a stream, including non-perennial streams with a 
defined bed and bank and any stream channel that conveys natural runoff, even if it has been 
realigned. 


= Seasonal and perennial wetlands. 


Wetlands are defined for regulatory purposes as areas “inundated or saturated by surface or ground 
water at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do 
support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions” (33 CFR 
328.3, 40 CFR 230.3). 


CWA Section 404 requires project proponents to obtain a permit from the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (Corps) for all discharges of dredged or fill material into waters of the U.S., including 
oceans, bays, rivers, streams, lakes, ponds, and wetlands, before proceeding with a proposed activity. 
The Corps may issue either an individual permit evaluated on a case-by-case basis, or a general 
permit evaluated at a program level for a series of related activities. General permits are 
preauthorized and are issued to cover multiple instances of similar activities expected to cause only 
minimal adverse environmental effects. Nationwide Permits (NWPs) are a type of general permit 
issued to cover particular fill activities. Each NWP specifies particular conditions that must be met 
in order for the NWP to apply to a particular project. Waters of the U.S. in the project corridor are 
under the jurisdiction of the Corps, San Francisco District. 


Compliance with CWA Section 404 requires compliance with several other environmental laws and 
regulations, including NEPA, the ESA, the federal Coastal Zone Management Act, and the National 
Historic Preservation Act (see Section 4.12, Cultural Resources). In addition, the Corps cannot issue 
or verify any permit until a water quality certification, or waiver of certification, has been issued 
pursuant to CWA Section 401 (see Section 4.5, Hydrology). Section 404 permits may be issued only 
if there is no practicable alternative to the proposed discharge that would have less impact on the 
aquatic ecosystem and has no other significant adverse environmental consequences. Section 4.5, 
Hydrology, provides additional information on Section 404 permitting. 


Executive Order 11990 — Protection of Wetlands 

For any mass transportation project that may affect a wetlands area, the U.S. Department of 
Transportation (USDOT) Order on Preservation of the Nation’s Wetlands (5660.1A) requires that an 
analysis of impacts must be performed. For transportation project purposes, USDOT’s order 
implements the presidential Executive Order on Protection of Wetlands, EO 11990. If the analysis 
shows that the project will have a significant impact on wetlands, an environmental impact statement 
will usually be required. The environmental analysis should include an assessment of the impacts on 
wetlands and associated wildlife resulting from both construction and operation of the project. It 
should also include measures to minimize adverse impacts and avoid, to the fullest extent possible, 
drainage, filling, or other disturbance of wetlands. Alternatives that would avoid new construction in 
wetlands, must be studied. If the preferred alternative requires new construction in wetlands, the 
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analysis must demonstrate that there are no practicable alternatives to the use of the wetlands, and all 
practicable measures to minimize harm have been included. 


4.6.3.2 State 


Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 


The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, in part, implements the federal CWA to provide a 
mechanism for protecting the quality of the state’s waters through the State Water Quality Control 
Board (SWRCB) and the nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs). Section 4.5, 
Hydrology, describes the provisions of the Porter-Cologne Act. 


The SWRCB and the San Francisco Bay RWQCB have taken the position that the Porter-Cologne 
Act and basin plans developed pursuant to the act provide independent authority to regulate 
discharge of fill material to wetlands outside the jurisdiction of Corps. This applies specifically to 
isolated wetlands considered non-jurisdictional based on the Solid Waste Agency of Northern Cook 
County (SWANCC) v. United States Army Corps of Engineers decision (121 S.CT. 675, 2001), which 
limited the Corps’s jurisdiction over certain isolated wetlands. 


Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreements (Section 1600 et seq.) 


As discussed in Section 4.5, Hydrology, the California Fish & Game Code regulates activities that 
interfere with the natural flow of, or substantially alter the channel, bed, or bank of a lake, river, or 
stream. Lake-bed and streambed alteration activities are covered under Section 1602. Requirements 
to protect the integrity of biological resources and water quality are often conditions of streambed 
alteration agreements administered under Section 1600 et seq. 


4.6.4 Environmental Consequences and Mitigation 
Measures 


4.6.4.1 Methodology for Analysis of Environmental 
Consequences 


Analysis of impacts related to wetlands focused on the WSX Alternative’s potential to result in 
changes in the areal extent or quality of wetlands resources. Changes in the areal extent of habitat 
were evaluated quantitatively through geographic information system (GIS) analysis, based on field 
mapping and the anticipated area and duration of ground disturbance (see Chapter 3). Table 4.6-2 
summarizes the potentially affected acreages that were derived via GIS analysis and used in the 
following impact analysis. Other types of impacts on wetlands were evaluated qualitatively. 


Impacts specific to construction and operation of the optional Irvington Station were addressed 
separately, because this option may not be implemented even if the WSX Alternative is approved. 
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Table 4.6-2. Summary of Wetlands Acreages Affected by WSX Alternative and Optional 
Irvington Station 


Vegetation Community Permanent Impact (acres) Temporary Impact (acres) 
Seasonal Wetland 
Tule Pond South 0.7 0.8 
Morrison Creek 0.1 0 
Seasonal wetland south of Warm 0.1 0 


Springs Station 


Total seasonal wetland acreage affected 0.9 0.8 
Riparian 
Tule Pond South 0.4 0.8 
Mission Creek 0.2 3.7 
Total riparian acreage affected 0.6 4.6 
Open Water and Creek 
Lake Elizabeth 0 75 
Morrison Creek 0 0 
Mission Creek 0 1.4 
Other creeks and flood control channels 0 4.8 
Total open water and creek acreage affected 0 13.7 


Note: 
This table does not include habitats within the City of Fremont’s grade separations project area of potential 
effect. 


Source: Jones & Stokes 


4.6.4.2 Alternative-Specific Environmental Analysis 


Impacts Related to Operation of the WSX Alternative 


Impact WL-1—Permanent loss of wetlands habitat. 


WSX Alternative. Implementation of the WSX Alternative would require filling emergent seasonal 
wetlands at Tule Pond South and in the vicinity of the proposed Warm Springs Station site. As much 
as 0.7 acre of seasonal wetlands habitat at Tule Pond South and an additional 0.1 acre of seasonal 
wetland habitat within Morrison Creek and 0.1 acre of wetlands habitat east of the UP alignment and 
south of the proposed Warm Springs Station site could be lost. This would represent an adverse 
impact on a sensitive plant community that provides important habitat for a variety of wildlife. The 
following mitigation measure would minimize this impact. 


Mitigation Measure WL-1—Restore, create, and protect wetland habitat to mitigate 
loss of wetland habitat. To ensure that implementation of the WSX Alternative results in no 
net loss of wetland habitat functions and values, BART will compensate for the loss of 
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wetland habitat at Tule Pond South, south of the Warm Springs Station site, and any other 
affected locations through a combination of onsite restoration/creation and offsite protection 
and enhancement of at least 0.8 acre of wetland habitat. The size and location(s) of the 
area(s) to be restored/created will be determined based on appropriate mitigation ratios 
derived in consultation with the Corps. A mitigation plan will be prepared by a wetland 
biologist experienced in mitigation and restoration. The plan will be implemented under the 
biologist’s guidance. The California Regional Water Quality Control Board will be 
consulted regarding the effectiveness of the proposed mitigation plan. Subject to approval by 
the Corps, the wetland mitigation plan will address temporary and permanent impacts 
(temporary impacts are addressed below under Impact WL-5). Factors that will be 
considered in developing an effective mitigation plan in consultation with the Corps include 
the following. 


m Function and values: Wildlife species, percentage of vegetative cover and/or density, 
approximate plant height, plant and animal species diversity, root development, and 
canopy stratification. 


= Hydrological regime: Sources of water, discharge points, areas affected by seasonal 
flooding, direction of flow, and size of watershed. 


Specific measurable criteria for the above factors will be incorporated into the plan in 
conformance with applicable regulatory requirements and the Corps’ guidelines. Such criteria 
cannot be specifically identified at this stage, however, because the Corps has not visited the 
site. 


Prior to any work that could disturb wetland or creek habitat within the WSX Alternative 
corridor, BART will obtain the following permits as required. 


m U.S. Army Corps of Engineers — Individual permit as required under Clean Water Act 
Section 404. 


m San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board — Water quality certification as 
required under Clean Water Act Section 401. 


= California Department of Fish and Game — Streambed Alteration Agreement. 


Consultation with these agencies will determine the implementation of this mitigation 
measure for disturbance of wetland and creek habitat. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no project-related loss of wetlands 
habitat. As discussed above, 0.6 acre of wetlands in the project area will be affected by the city’s 
grade separations project, regardless of whether the WSX Alternative is constructed. Mitigation for 
wetlands impacts resulting from the city’s grade separations project will be implemented by the City 
of Fremont. 


Impact WL-2—Loss of riparian forest habitat. 


WSX Alternative. Implementation of the WSX Alternative would result in the permanent loss of 
approximately 0.6 acre of riparian forest habitat adjacent to Tule Pond South and east of Mission 
Creek, within the WSX Alternative corridor. Riparian forest is naturally rare because it is restricted 
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to stream corridors. Because of its rarity, biological importance, and sensitivity to disturbance, any 
effects on riparian habitat are typically considered impacts. Loss of 0.6 acre of riparian habitat 
would constitute an adverse impact. Mitigation Measure WL-2 would minimize that impact. 


Mitigation Measure WL-2—Enhance, recreate, or restore riparian forest to compensate 
for the loss of riparian forest habitat. BART will compensate for the permanent loss of 
riparian forest habitat at Tule Pond South and east of Mission Creek through onsite 
restoration/creation of 0.6 acre of forested riparian habitat west of the existing Tule Pond 
South site (Figure 4.6-1a) and east of Mission Creek. Compensation will be provided at a 
minimum ratio of 1:1 (1 acre restored or created for every acre removed). Restoration 
activities will occur after construction. 


BART will retain a qualified restoration ecologist to develop a conceptual restoration and 
monitoring plan that describes how riparian habitat will be enhanced or recreated and 
monitored over a minimum period of time. BART will be responsible for ensuring that the 
restoration and monitoring plan is implemented. 


After restoration and revegetation are completed, monitoring will be conducted for a 
minimum of 5 years to ensure that the success criteria identified below are met and to 
identify any necessary remedial actions. The revegetation/restoration plan for riparian 
habitats will be considered successful when the following criteria are met. 


m The restored site is composed of a mix of species similar to that removed during the 
construction activity; native species are planted where appropriate. 


m The restored site has at least 75% of the absolute cover of native vegetation present in 
areas immediately adjacent to the construction corridor. 


m Plantings are self-sustaining without human support (e.g., weed control, rodent and deer 
control, irrigation). 


m Functions and values of the restored habitat are comparable to those of adjacent 
undisturbed riparian habitat. 


Remedial action will be required if any of the above criteria are not met during the 
monitoring period. The purpose of the remedial action will be to ensure that the above criteria 
are met. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no project-related loss of riparian 
forest habitat. 


Impact WL-3— Potential impacts on seasonal wetlands habitat identified as vernal pool 
invertebrate and California tiger salamander habitat. 


WSX Alternative. A 0.39-acre seasonal wetland in the project area, located between the former SP 
and WP railroad tracks south of the optional Irvington Station site, is known to support a population 
of California tiger salamander. This wetland is within the area affected by the city’s grade 
separations project, and its loss would be addressed under the environmental review process for that 
project. Because the wetland would no longer be present, it would not be affected by the WSX 
Alternative, and there would be no impact. 
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No-Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, 0.7 acre of wetlands in the project area will 
be removed by the city’s grade separations project, regardless of whether the WSX Alternative is 
constructed. There would be no additional WSX-related impacts. This impact will be addressed in 
the Corps Section 404 Permit for the grade separations project. 


Impacts Related to Construction of the WSX Alternative 


Impact WL-4—Temporary disturbance of open water habitat. 


WSX Alternative. Construction of the subway segment of the WSX Alternative would require 
installation of a cofferdam and dewatering of a total of 7.5 acres of open water habitat in the 
northeast arm of Lake Elizabeth (approximately 9% of the lake’s area). Once construction is 
complete, the cofferdam would be removed and the area would return to its preconstruction 
condition. However, construction activities could temporarily deter wildlife from using open water 
habitats. This impact is temporary and limited to the vicinity of construction, since wildlife species 
would still have access to other areas of the open water habitat. 


During construction, water quality in the remaining portion of the lake would be protected by best 
management practices (BMPs) required for compliance with the NPDES General Permit for 
Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activities (see discussion under Impact 
H-9 [Potential for accelerated erosion and discharge of sediment into water bodies as a result of 
ground-disturbing activities]) in Section 4.5, Hydrology, and by Mitigation Measures H-10(a) 
(Implement water quality control measures to prevent release of sediment) and H-11 (Implement 
hazardous materials spills prevention and control plan). These measures would minimize the 
degradation of open water habitats used by a variety of common wildlife species and the following 
mitigation measure would further minimize this impact in the construction vicinity. 


Mitigation Measure WL-4— Install erosion barriers. Require the construction contractor 
to use erosion barriers to prevent construction materials and excavated soil from entering any 
of the open water areas. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no project-related disturbance of 
open water habitat. 


Impact WL-5—Temporary disturbance of wetlands and creek habitat. 


WSX Alternative. Construction of the WSX Alternative could result in the temporary disturbance 
of as much as 7.0 acres of wetlands and creek habitat in the WSX Alternative corridor (Figure 
4.6-la) by direct removal, filling, hydrologic interruption (including dewatering), and other activities. 
Affected waterways would include Mission Creek, which has not been hardscaped and supports a 
substantial amount of native and non-native natural vegetation. Wetland and creek habitats are 
considered environmentally sensitive areas (see Figure 4.6-2 for general locations of these areas). 
Disturbance of these areas would consequently represent an adverse impact. However, BMPs 
required for compliance with relevant NPDES General Permits (see discussion under Impacts H-9 
and H-11 in Section 4.5, Hydrology), and the following mitigation measures would help avoid or 
minimize the disturbance. 


Mitigation Measure WL-5(a)—Avoid or minimize disturbance of wetlands and creeks. 
At a minimum, mitigation for this impact will include the following measures. 
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All environmentally sensitive areas will be staked and flagged in the field and marked on 
construction drawings before construction begins. BART’s construction contractor(s) will 
avoid construction activities in and adjacent to creeks and saturated or ponded wetlands 
during the wet season (winter and spring) to the maximum extent possible. Wetlands and 
creek habitats on and near active construction sites will be protected by installing 
environmentally sensitive area fencing (orange construction barrier fencing) at least 20 feet 
outboard of the edge of the ordinary high-water mark; depending on site-specific conditions 
and permit requirements, the buffer may be wider than 20 feet to prevent erosion and 
sedimentation impacts on wetland habitats. Construction specifications for the WSX 
Alternative will include language that specifically prohibits construction-related activities, 
including vehicle laydown and operation, storage of materials and equipment, and other 
ground-disturbing activities, in fenced environmentally sensitive areas. 


BART will retain qualified biologists and/or resource specialists to monitor construction 
activities near wetlands and creeks. Monitors will be hired and trained prior to construction, 
and will be responsible for preconstruction surveying, staking and fencing sensitive 
resources, onsite monitoring, documenting compliance and violations, coordinating with 
contract compliance inspectors, and performing postconstruction documentation. 


Contractors will ensure that woody debris, soils, and any other materials that are 
inadvertently deposited below the ordinary high-water mark of drainages are removed. 
Removal will be accomplished by qualified personnel in a manner that minimizes disturbance 
of drainage bed and banks. 


If it is not possible to avoid ground-disturbing activities in or adjacent to environmentally 
sensitive areas, including creeks and/or saturated or ponded wetlands, the following measures 
will be implemented to minimize disturbance. 


= When working in or adjacent to creeks or wetlands, contractors will use geotextile 
cushions or other appropriate materials (e.g., timber pads, prefabricated equipment pads) 
to minimize damage to the substrate and vegetation and increase the likelihood of 
successful restoration. 


= When working upslope of creeks or wetlands, contractors will use geotextile mats, 
excelsior blankets, or other soil stabilization products to minimize the potential for 
construction to contribute to erosion and sedimentation that could affect wetland water 
quality. 


= Contractors will stabilize exposed slopes and streambanks immediately on completion of 
ground-disturbing activities, using a non-vegetative material that will bind the soil 
initially and break down within a few years. 


Mitigation Measure WL-5(b)—Restore disturbed wetlands and creek habitat. To 
ensure that implementation of the WSX Alternative results in no net loss of wetland and 
creek habitat functions and values, BART will ensure that wetlands and creeks disturbed 
during construction activities are restored and/or revegetated. BART will comply with any 
measures required by the Corps as part of the Section 404 permitting process. 


In addition, BART will retain a qualified restoration ecologist to develop a 
restoration/revegetation plan for wetlands and creeks adversely affected by construction 
activities, in conjunction with resource and regulatory agency staff. The 
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restoration/revegetation plan will include design specifications, an implementation plan, 
maintenance requirements, and a monitoring program. 


After restoration and revegetation are completed, monitoring will be conducted for a 
minimum of 5 years to ensure that the success criteria identified below are met and to 
identify any necessary remedial actions. Annual monitoring reports will be submitted to the 
Corps and the San Francisco Bay RWQCB. The reports will summarize the data collected 
during each monitoring period, describe the progress of the restored habitats relative to the 
success criteria outlined below, and discuss any remedial actions performed. 


The revegetation/restoration plan for wetland and creek habitats will be considered successful 
when the following criteria are met. 


m The restored site is composed of a mix of species similar to that removed during the 
construction activity. 


m The restored site has at least 75% of the absolute cover of native vegetation present in 
areas immediately adjacent to the construction corridor. 


m Plantings are self-sustaining without human support (e.g., weed control, rodent and deer 
control, irrigation). 


m Functions and values of the restored habitat are comparable to those of adjacent 
undisturbed wetland and creek habitats. 


Remedial action will be required by BART if any of the above criteria are not met during the 
monitoring period. The purpose of the remedial action will be to ensure that the above 
criteria are met. 


Mitigation Measure WL-5(c)—Compensate for temporary loss of wetlands and creek 
habitat. To compensate for the temporary loss of wetlands and creek habitat during 
construction, BART will implement Mitigation Measure WL-1 (Restore, create, and protect 
wetland habitat to mitigate loss of wetland habitat) discussed above. As discussed above in 
this mitigation measure, the size of the area(s) to be restored/created will be determined 
based on appropriate mitigation ratios derived in consultation with the Corps. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no project-related disturbance of 
wetlands or creek habitat. 


Impact WL-6—Temporary disturbance of riparian forest habitat. 


WSX Alternative. Construction of the WSX Alternative would result in the temporary disturbance 
of approximately 0.8 acres of riparian habitat located at Tule Pond South and 3.9 acres of riparian 
forest habitat located east of Lake Elizabeth on both sides of Mission Creek (Figure 4.6-1a). 


Because it is typically restricted to stream corridors, riparian forest is naturally a rare component of 
the landscape. However, because the 3.9 acres of riparian forest along Mission Creek are adjacent to 
approximately 40 acres of intact riparian forest habitat, the effect of temporary disturbance at this 
location would be reduced by the presence of the larger area of undisturbed habitat. Most wildlife 
displaced by the project would be able to utilize the adjacent habitat temporarily, and the undisturbed 
riparian forest habitat would serve as a seed bank to facilitate the revegetation of the disturbed 
habitat. However, because of the rarity, biological importance, and sensitivity to disturbance of 
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riparian habitat, any effect on riparian forest is typically considered an adverse impact. The 
following mitigation measures would minimize this impact. 


Mitigation Measure WL-6(a)—Minimize disturbance of riparian habitats. BART’s 
construction contractor(s) will avoid construction activities in and adjacent to riparian 
habitats to the maximum extent possible. Riparian habitats on and near active construction 
sites will be protected by installing environmentally sensitive area fencing (orange 
construction barrier fencing) outboard of (upslope from) the edge of the riparian zone. 
Depending on site-specific conditions, the buffer may be wider than 20 feet, as needed to 
protect the area from erosion. The locations of fences will be marked in the field with stakes 
and flags and will be shown on the construction drawings. 


If it is not possible to avoid work in riparian areas, BART’s construction contractor(s) will 
minimize impacts on riparian forest vegetation by trimming vegetation rather than removing 
entire shrubs or trees wherever practicable. Shrubs will be cut at least 1 foot above ground 
level to leave the root systems intact and allow for more rapid regeneration. Cutting will be 
limited to the minimum area necessary in the construction zone. To protect migratory birds, 
no removal of woody riparian vegetation will take place during the breeding season 

(March 1—August 1). 


Mitigation Measure WL-6(b)—If it is not possible to avoid work in riparian areas, 
restore disturbed riparian forest areas. BART will ensure that the riparian forest disturbed 
during construction activities is restored and/or revegetated. 


BART will retain a qualified restoration ecologist to develop a revegetation plan for riparian 
forest adversely affected by construction activities. The revegetation plan will include design 
specifications, an implementation plan, maintenance requirements, and a monitoring 
program. To help develop the plan, the restoration ecologist will qualitatively sample the 
riparian vegetation in the WSX Alternative corridor prior to construction. Revegetation will 
be implemented immediately following disturbance in substantially disturbed areas or as 
appropriate for site conditions, based on the evaluation of the restoration ecologist and input 
from agency staff. Weeds will be vigorously controlled within and adjacent to the restoration 
site to ensure that no new noxious weeds are introduced into the area. 


Monitoring will be conducted by BART for a minimum of 5 years to document the degree of 
success in achieving the success criteria identified below and to identify any necessary 
remedial actions. The reports will summarize the data collected during each monitoring 
period, describe the progress of restored habitats relative to the success criteria outlined 
below, and discuss any remedial actions performed. 


The revegetation plan for riparian habitat will be considered successful when the following 
criteria are met. 


m The riparian habitat established is composed of a mix of native species similar to that 
removed by the construction. 


= The absolute cover of riparian vegetation is at least 75% of that in adjacent riparian areas 
not impacted by construction. 


m The health and vigor of riparian vegetation in the planted areas is similar to that of 
individuals of the same species in adjacent riparian areas, based on a qualitative 
comparison of leaf turgor, stem caliber, leaf cover and foliage density. 
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m Plantings are self-sustaining without human support (e.g., weed control, rodent control, or 
irrigation). 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no project-related disturbance of 
riparian forest habitat. 


Impacts Related to the Optional Irvington Station 


Construction and implementation of the Irvington Station would result in no impacts on wetlands. 


4.6.4.3 Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable 
Alternative 


Section 404 of the Clean Water Act prohibits discharges of fill material to wetlands if there is a 
practicable alternative to the proposed project that would have less adverse impact on the aquatic 
ecosystem, so long as the alternative does not have other significant adverse environmental 
consequences. An alternative is “practicable” if it is available and capable of being done after taking 
into consideration cost, existing technology, and logistics in light of overall project purposes. The 
determination regarding alternatives under Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) is commonly referred 
to the “least environmentally damaging practicable alternative” (LEDPA) analysis. Depending on 
the complexity of the project and the number of alternatives considered, the alternatives analysis may 
be submitted with or subsequent to the permit application. 


An analysis of alternatives is presented in this EIS and the previous environmental documents 
incorporated herein by reference, the 1992 EIR and the 2003 SEIR. Section 3.6 in Chapter 3, 
Alternatives Considered, discusses the analyses in the prior documents and reasons that alternatives 
previously considered were rejected. 


Based on this analysis, the WSX Alternative is the least environmentally damaging practicable 
alternative that meets BART’s overall project purposes and avoids other adverse environmental 
consequences resulting from regional growth and traffic congestion. Although the No-Build 
Alternative would not affect wetland resources, it would not meet the project's purpose and need and 
would not provide the project's proposed environmental benefits (e.g., alleviate traffic congestion, 
improve air quality and energy efficiency, and promote transit-oriented land use). Based on 
constraints to the WSX Alternative alignment, it is not technologically feasible for the alignment to 
avoid the wetlands identified in Table 4.6-2 above. BART technology is heavy rail technology that 
requires a predominantly straight alignment and gentle curves. (The minimum curve for mainline 
BART track is a 1,000-foot radius curve.) This makes it infeasible to avoid wetland areas through 
minor route adjustments. Tule Pond is approximately 500 feet south of the end of the Fremont 
Station platform. This distance is too short to make a route adjustment away from Tule Pond 
technologically feasible. In addition, a route adjustment around Tule Pond would be cost- 
prohibitive. The planned BART alignment south of the Fremont BART Station is bordered by multi- 
family residential development. Any major adjustment to the alignment would require acquisition of 
several properties with existing apartments and condominiums, increasing the right-of-way cost for 
the project. 


As a result of the construction of the Fremont Station at its present location north of Walnut Avenue 
in 1972, any southern extension of the BART system from the Fremont Station must cross the 
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Hayward Fault and its associated sag ponds (of which Tule Pond is one). Due to the technological 
constraints described above, all the BART alternatives identified in the 1992 EIR had alignments that 
extended south from the Fremont Station through the Tule Pond area, the area of primary wetland 
impact. As described in Section 3.6, these alternatives also would be less practicable than the WSX 
Alternative due to access issues, land use issues, and seismic risks, or they would produce greater 
overall environmental impacts, particularly on visual resources. The non-BART transportation 
improvement alternatives evaluated in the 1992 EIR and 2003 SEIR would have fewer wetland 
impacts than the WSX Alternative, but these alternatives were determined to be infeasible or 
insufficient to meet the project purpose and need. 


In addition, if the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative results in wetlands impacts, 
those impacts must be minimized or mitigated to the extent feasible. Table 4.6-2 summarizes the 
wetland habitat acreages that would be affected by the Proposed Action. As discussed in 

Section 4.6.4.2, the WSX Alternative includes all practicable measures to minimize harm to 
wetlands. Mitigation measures and Best Management Practices will be implemented to minimize the 
temporary impacts on wetlands in the construction right-of-way and indirect impacts on adjacent 
wetlands. Permanent impacts on seasonal and riparian wetlands will be compensated for by on-site 
restoration and/or by off-site wetland preservation and enhancement. 
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Section 4.7 
Biological Resources 


4.7.1 Introduction 


This section describes existing biological resources in the biological resources area, analyzes the 
WSX Alternative’s potential impacts on those resources, and identifies mitigation measures to 
address adverse impacts. 


4.7.2 Affected Environment 
4.7.2.1 Methodology for Assessment of Existing Conditions 


The area studied for the analysis of biological resources encompassed the 5.4-mile-long 
approximately 100-foot-wide WSX Alternative corridor, an access road along Morrison Creek, New 
Marsh, an adjacent biological resource area. This is referred to as the biological resources study area. 
Biological resources in the study area are shown in Figures 4.7-1a through 4.7-1c; New Marsh is 
shown in Figure 4.7-la. Jones & Stokes biologists performed the assessment of biological resources 
in the study area in two phases: (1) pre-field inventory of existing information, and (2) 
reconnaissance- and protocol-level field surveys. Details on the assessment and a summary 
definition of “special-status species,” as used in this document, are provided below. 


Inventory of Existing Information 


As preparation for the field surveys, Jones & Stokes biologists conducted a search of pertinent 
existing literature to evaluate the potential for special-status species and sensitive habitats to occur in 
the biological resources study area. The following sources of information were used in the pre-field 
inventory. 


m Pertinent environmental documents, including the following. 


Q Lake Elizabeth Stivers Lagoon Marsh Design and Improvement Program, Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (City of Fremont 1993a). 


Q Lake Elizabeth Stivers Lagoon Marsh Design and Improvement Program, Final 
Environmental Impact Report (City of Fremont 1993b). 


Q Biological Resource Assessment for the Grimmer Boulevard and Irvington Pump Station 
Sites Owned by San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (Environmental Collaborative for 
Baseline Environmental Consulting 2000). 
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Q The City of Fremont’s Biological Assessment for the Paseo Padre Grade Separation Project 
(The Huffman-Broadway Group, Inc. 2003). 


Q Summary of Preliminary Mitigation Requirements and Options, BART Warm Springs 
Extension Project (Reynolds 1997). 


Q Technical memorandum, Fremont Wal-Mart Site Burrowing Owl survey and biological 
reconnaissance summary letter (North State Resources 1999), 


m USS. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) species lists for the WSX Alternative corridor and 
vicinity (see Appendix C). 


m California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) records for the Niles, Milpitas, Mountain View, 
Newark, Hayward, Dublin, Livermore, La Costa Valley, and Calaveras Reservoir 7.5-minute 
topographic quadrangles (see Appendix C). 


Jones & Stokes staff also consulted individuals recognized as experts in biological issues relevant to 
the biological resources study area. These individuals are listed in the personal communications 
section in Chapter 10, References. 


Field Surveys 


Jones & Stokes biologists conducted reconnaissance-level surveys of the biological resources study 
area in May and July 2002, November 2004, and January 2005. The biologists collected data by 
walking and driving the project site and recorded the data in the field on data sheets and aerial 
photographs (scale 1:2,400). Special attention was paid to sensitive resources such as wetlands (see 
Section 4.6, Wetlands), sensitive habitats, and areas with the potential to support special-status 
species. 


Reconnaissance-level botanical surveys were performed in May and July 2002. On May 17, 2002, 
the biological resources study area was surveyed, except for the 19.37-acre ruderal area between the 
former SP and WP railroad tracks southeast of Lake Elizabeth, which was surveyed on July 17, 2002. 
During the surveys, botanists traversed the survey area on foot. They recorded all plant species 
observed and mapped vegetation communities on aerial photographs. 


Reconnaissance-level surveys, during which a wildlife biologist walked the length of the biological 
resources study area and recorded all wildlife species observed, were conducted on May 14 and 15, 
2002. Information was gathered to assess the suitability of existing habitats for special-status 
wildlife species. Where habitat suitable for special-status wildlife was encountered, its areal extent 
and potential as breeding habitat were evaluated. A follow-up survey was conducted on January 18, 
2005, to assess wildlife habitat along the access road. 


A reconnaissance-level survey of special status fish species, during which a fish biologist walked 
along Mission Creek bordering Lake Elizabeth, was conducted on November 8, 2004. Information 
was gathered to assess the suitability of existing habitats for anadromous salmonid species, including 
Chinook salmon and steelhead. In addition, a driving survey of Mission Creek downstream of Paseo 


' See Section 4.7.3, Regulatory Setting, below for a full definition of the term special-status species. 
* Another reconnaissance-level survey was conducted in May 2004 to reconfirm the results of the 2002 surveys. 


BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006 


Final Environmental Impact Statement 4.7-2 
Volume 1 J&S 04071.04 


uolsuayxq sbulids We LYVA 
quawaye}s edu |e}UaWUOIIAUG [eUl4 
JOPIOD 8AILUI21V XSM 24} 0} 
juarelpy pue uly iM SedInNosay jer!bojolg 
eL-Zp eanbi4 


‘ZOOTZ SA03S *9 SaUOT :s}elqeY ‘Z7O0T YOJ@yULN SUOSJeg :sjUaWUBI|e pue aseq [eWay :a2INOS 


(padojanap Jo pedeospue|) ueqir) 
puejam juabiewe jeuoseas payoaye aq JOU pjnom 
saioMuaiedl pue Jopusoo yosloud au 
} PHenE Sle QPIs}no SI sounosal SIUL, 
Jayemusdg)=— id 
purysses6-quoy jesopny 399} 


SS 


syeyiqey O0v 002 O 002 


($0-8) #0" LZ0r0 


Yo me 
juowublye oyloeg UolUA) ~+4+-+4+4 
eae Apnis jo Auepunog 

juowuble sAlyeUsayy XSM 


pusehe7 


sadinosay jeribojolg 7“ 4a1deyD 


PuIsiq Usuedl pidey eauy Aeg odsIDUeI4 UeS 


JOPIJOD dAINeUIZIY XSM 24} OF 
quarelpy pue uly iM SedInosay jer!bojolg 


qL-Z'y eanbiy 


(pedojansp 10 pedeospue]) ueq/Q = 
puejem juebiewe jeuoseas 
puejsses6-qio} jesapny 


syeyqeH 


sainosay Jeribojolg /’p JaydeyD 


‘ZOOT SAYOIS 9 SAUOTL :sJeIGeY ‘Z7O0T JOYJayUg SUOSIed 


ye) —— 
juswuble oloeg UolU:) ++++4 
eae Apnys jo Axepunog 

quewublye sayeuayy XSM 


pusehe7 


uolsuayxq sbulids We LYVA 
quawayeys edu] jeyUaWUOIAUG jeul{ 


isjuawubl|e pue aseq jelay :ad1n0S 


199} 
00r 002 0 002 


a 


puasiq usued pidey easy Aeg orsIpuel4 ues 


($0-8) #0" LZ0r0 


JOPIJOD dANeUIIIY XSM 24} OF 
juarelpy pue uly iM SedInosay jer!bojolg 
2L-Z'y eanbiy 

199} 


00r 002 0 002 


sainosay jeribojolg /"p JaydeyD 


uolsuayxq sbulids We LYVA 
quawayeys edu] jeyUaWUOIAUG jeul{ 


‘ZOOT SAYOIS "9 SAUOTL :sJeIUGeY ‘Z7OOT YOysJayULNG SUOSIeY :s}UaWUBIe pue aseq jeuay :aDuN0S 


($0-8) #0" LZ0r0 


(pedojansp Jo pedeospue)) ued! = 49219 
puejem juabiews jeuosesS = [7 juowublye aloe g UOIUA) 
puejsses6-quo} jesepny = ease Apnjs jo Asepunog 

syeyqeyH juatuub\e sAyeuayy XSM 


== 


_ 


21nB14,99S 


v 


puasiq usued pidey easy Aeg orspuel4 ues 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Section 4.7. Biological Resources 


Padre Parkway was performed to determine the suitability of the channel to support adult 
anadromous fish migration. 


Based on the results of these surveys, biologists conducted focused surveys in the biological 
resources study area. These included surveys for special-status birds and nesting raptors as well as 
protocol-level surveys’ for California red-legged frogs (Rana aurora draytonii), vernal pool 
invertebrates, and Western Burrowing Owls (Athene cunicularia hypugaea). The protocol-level 
surveys for California red-legged frogs and vernal pool invertebrates are administered by USFWS, 
and Burrowing Owl surveys are subject to guidelines prepared and administered by the California 
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). Additional information on procedures followed during the 
June 2002 focused surveys is provided in Appendix C. 


Definition of Special-Status Species 


Special-status species are plants and animals that are legally protected under state or federal laws or 
other regulations, and species that are candidates for certain types of legal protection. Special-status 
species include the following categories of plants and animals. 


m Plants and animals listed, proposed for listing, and candidates for possible future listing as 
threatened or endangered under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) (50 CFR 17.12 [listed 
plants], 50 CFR 17.11 [listed animals], and various notices in the Federal Register [proposed 
species ]). 


m Plants and animals listed, proposed for listing, and candidates for possible future listing as 
threatened or endangered under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) (14 CCR 670.5). 


m Plants listed as rare under the California Native Plant Protection Act (California Fish and Game 
Code, Section 1900 et seq.). 


m Plants considered “rare, threatened, or endangered in California” by the California Native Plant 
Society (CNPS) (Lists 1B and 2 in California Native Plant Society 2001). 


m Animal species of special concern to CDFG, as listed in Remsen (1978) (birds), Williams (1986) 
(mammals), and Jennings and Hayes (1994) (amphibians and reptiles). 


m Animals fully protected under the California Fish and Game Code (Section 5050 [amphibians 
and reptiles], Section 3515 [fish], Sections 3500 and 3800 [birds], and Section 4700 [mammals]). 


Additional information on relevant laws and regulations is provided below in Section 4.7.3, 
Regulatory Setting. 


> Protocol-level surveys are focused surveys that follow an established protocol or guidelines approved by regulatory 
agencies. 
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4.7.2.2 Existing Conditions 
Vegetation 


Vegetation Communities 


Much of the biological resources study area is developed with houses; occupied and vacant 
businesses; parking lots; paved sidewalks; and horticultural landscaping, including a variety of non- 
native trees and shrubs. Some land, however, has remained in a seminatural to natural condition. 


Vegetation communities in the biological resources study area include ruderal forb-grassland and 
agricultural fields; open water habitats; forested and emergent seasonal wetlands; and residential and 
commercial landscaped areas. The following sections describe each upland community type; 
wetlands communities are described in Section 4.6, Wetlands. Table 4.7-1 shows the acreage of 
vegetation communities within the biological resources study area, and Figures 4.7-la though 4.7-1c 
show their areal distribution.* Table 4.7-2 lists the common plant species observed during the May— 
July 2002 botanical survey. 


Table 4.7-1. Vegetation Communities in Biological Resources Study Area 


Habitat Type (Location) Acreage 
Ruderal forb-grassland (subway portal) Teh: 
Ruderal forb-grassland (Fremont Central Park and dredge pond areas) 20.0 
Ruderal forb-grassland (subway portal)' 19.4 
Ruderal forb-grassland' (south of Washington Blvd.) 8.9 
Ruderal forb-grassland (optional Irvington Station site) 7.8 
Ruderal forb-grassland (adjacent to railroad tracks) 17.6 
Ruderal forb-grassland (Warm Springs Station site) 30.7 
Total ruderal forb-grassland 112.0 
Total wetland? 2.9 
Total riparian? 6.0 
Total open water” 4.4 
Notes: 


' Denotes communities within the City of Fremont’s grade separations project boundaries. 
* See Section 4.6, Wetlands, for detailed acreage information. 


Source: Jones & Stokes 


* The City of Fremont grade separations project is recognized as a change to the existing setting that will occur 
before the WSX Alternative is constructed; therefore, it is a component of the No-Build Alternative and must be 
taken into account in project design and in evaluating impacts and alternatives. However, current conditions without 
the grade separations project are also described here to document existing conditions for USFWS Section 7 
consultation. 
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Table 4.7-2. Common Plant Species Observed in Biological Resources Study Area: May-July 


2002 


Scientific Name 


Common Name 


Scientific Name 


Common Name 


Ambrosia psilostachya 
Anagallis arvensis 
Arundo donax 

Asclepias fascicularis 
Avena fatua 

Baccharis pilularis 
Baccharis salicifolius 
Beta vulgaris 

Bromus catharticus 
Bromus diandrus 
Bromus hordeaceus 
Bromus madritensis ssp. rubens 
Bromus tectorum 
Capsella bursa-pastoris 
Cardaria draba 

Carduus pycnocephalus 
Centaurea calcitrapa 
Chamaesyce sp. 
Chenopodium sp. 
Cirsium vulgare 

Conium maculatum 
Convolvulus arvensis 
Conyza bonariensis 
Coronopus didymus 
Crassula aquatica 
Crypsis schoenoides 
Cyperus eragrostis 
Distichlis spicata 
Dittrichia graveolens 
Eleocharis macrostachya 
Epilobium brachycarpum 
Eremocarpus setigerus 
Erodium cicutarium 
Eschscholzia californica 
Eucalyptus camaldulensis 
Foeniculum vulgare 
Galium aparine 
Geranium dissectum 
Gnaphalium luteo-album 
Hirschfeldia incana 


Hordeum brachyantherum 


Western ragweed 
Scarlet pimpernel 
Giant reed 
Narrow-leaf milkweed 
Wild oat 

Coyote brush 
Mulefat 

Beet 

Rescue grass 
Ripgut brome 
Soft chess 

Red brome 
Cheatgrass 
Shepherd’ s-purse 


Heart-podded hoary cress 


Italian thistle 
Purple star-thistle 
Spurge 

Goosefoot 

Bull thistle 

Poison hemlock 
Field bindweed 
Horseweed 
Wartcress 

Water pygmy-weed 
Swamp timothy 
Umbrella sedge 
Saltgrass 
Stinkweed 
Creeping spikerush 
Panicled willow-herb 
Turkey mullein 
Red-stem filaree 
California poppy 
Red gum 

Wild fennel 
Bedstraw 

Cut-leaf geranium 
Weedy cudweed 
Mediterranean mustard 


Meadow barley 


Lotus corniculatus 

Malva nicaensis 

Malvella leprosa 
Matricaria matricarioides 
Medicago polymorpha 
Melilotus alba 


Myoporum laetum 
Olea europaea 


Opuntia sp. 


: Paspalum dilatatum 
Phalaris minor 

Phalaris paradoxa 

| Picris echioides 

| Piptatherum miliaceum 

| Plantago lanceolata 

| Polygonum amphibium var. emersum 
Polygonum arenastrum 

| Polypogon monspeliensis 
Prunus dulcis 

Raphanus sativus 

| Ricinis communis 

| Rubus discolor 

| Rubus ursinus 

Rumex crispus 

Salix exigua 

Salix laevigata 

Salix lasiolepis 

Salsola tragus 


Sambucus mexicanus 


Schinus sp. 


Scrophularia californica 


: Senecio vulgaris 

Silybum marianum 

Sinapis arvensis 

| Sonchus asper 

| Sonchus oleraceus 
Sparganium eurycarpum 
Toxicodendron diversilobum 
Tragopogon porrifolius 


| Tribulus terrestris 


Schoenoplectus acutus var. occidentalis 


Bird’s-foot trefoil 
Bull mallow 

Alkali mallow 
Pineapple weed 
Burclover 

White sweetclover 
Myoporum 

Olive 

Prickly-pear 

Dallis grass 
Mediterranean canary grass 
Paradox canary grass 
Bristly ox-tongue 
Smilo grass 

English plantain 
Swamp knotweed 
Common knotweed 
Annual rabbit’s-foot grass 
Almond 

Wild radish 
Castor-bean 
Himalayan blackberry 
California blackberry 
Curly dock 
Narrow-leaved willow 
Red willow 

Arroyo willow 
Russian thistle 

Blue elderberry 
Pepper tree 
Hard-stem bulrush 
California figwort 
Common groundsel 
Milk-thistle 

Field mustard 

Prickly sow-thistle 
Common sow-thistle 
Bur-reed 

Poison-oak 

salsify 


Puncture vine 
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Scientific Name Common Name | Scientific Name Common Name 
Hordeum murinum ssp. leporinum _ Foxtail barley | Trifolium pratense Red clover 
Hordeum vulgare Wild barley | Triticum aestivum Wheat 

Juglans sp. Black walnut Typha angustifolia Arrow-leaved cattail 
Juncus balticus Baltic rush | Vicia sativa ssp. sativa Common vetch 
Lactuca serriola Prickly lettuce | Vicia villosa ssp. varia Winter vetch 
Lepidium strictum Wayside peppergrass Vinca major Greater periwinkle 
Leymus triticoides Creeping wildrye | Xanthium strumarium Common cocklebur 


Lolium multiflorum Italian ryegrass 


Source: Jones & Stokes 


Ruderal Forb-Grassland and Agricultural Fields 


There are approximately 112 acres of ruderal forb-grassland and agricultural fields in the WSX 
Alternative corridor. Vegetation typical of these ruderal forb-grasslands and agricultural fields 
includes early flowering annuals such as mustards (Brassica spp.), wild barley (Hordeum vulgare), 
ripgut grass (Bromus diandrus), Italian ryegrass (Lolium multiflorum), fiddleneck (Amsinckia sp.), 
and clasping henbit (Lamium amplexicaule). Agricultural fields in the biological resources study 
area are limited in extent. Historically, the fields have been used to grow a variety of crops, 
including grains and assorted vegetables. 


Open Water 


Open water habitat is discussed in detail in Section 4.6, Wetlands. However, there is some upland 
habitat adjacent to Lake Elizabeth and New Marsh. This upland habitat consists of park-maintained 
ball fields and ruderal forb-grassland. The UP alignment east of New Marsh isolates it from other 
upland habitat in the area. 


Residential and Landscaped Areas 


Landscaped portions of the biological resources study area support a variety of ornamental native and 
exotic species, such as coast redwood (Sequoia sempervirens), western sycamore (Platanus 
racemosa), pines (Pinus spp.), eucalyptus (Eucalyptus spp.), and sweetgum (Liguidambar 
styraciflua), as well as shrubs and grasses. 


Special-Status Plant Species 


Table 4.7-3 lists the special-status plants identified as having the potential to occur within the 
biological resources study area, based on the presence of known populations and suitable habitat near 
the study area. Detailed information on these species is provided in Appendix C. 
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Table 4.7-3. Special-Status Plants with Potential to Occur in Biological Resources Study Area 


Scientific Name 
Astragalus tener var. tener 
Atriplex joaquiniana 


Castilleja ambigua ssp. 
ambigua 


Centromadia parryi ssp. 
congdonii 


Chorizanthe robusta var. 
robusta 


Clarkia concinna ssp. 
automixa 


Cordylanthus maritimus 
ssp. palustris 


Eryngium aristulatum vat. 
hooveri 


Lasthenia conjugens 
Malacothamnus arcuatus 


Monardella villosa ssp. 
globosa 


Navarretia prostrata 


Plagiobothrys chorisianus 
var. chorisianus 


Streptanthus albidus ssp. 
peramoenus 


Common Name 
Alkali milk-vetch 
San Joaquin spearscale 


Salt-marsh owl’s-clover 
Congdon’s spikeweed 
Robust spineflower 
Santa Clara red ribbons 
(South Bay clarkia) 
Point Reyes bird’s-beak 


Hoover’s button-celery 


Contra Costa goldfields 
Arcuate bush mallow 


Robust monardella 


Prostrate navarretia 


Choris’s popcorn-flower 


Most beautiful jewel- 
flower 


Likelihood of Occurrence in Study Area 
None; no suitable habitat 
None; no suitable habitat 


None; no suitable habitat 

Suitable habitat is present, but surveys indicate 
species is absent from study area 

None; no suitable habitat 

None; no suitable habitat 

None; no suitable habitat 


None; no suitable habitat 


None; no suitable habitat 
None; no suitable habitat 


None; no suitable habitat 


None; no suitable habitat 


None; no suitable habitat 


None; no suitable habitat 


Source: California Department of Fish and Game 2002, California Native Plant Society 2001, Jones & Stokes 


field survey data 


No special-status plant species were observed in the project corridor during the May—July 2002 
botanical surveys, but not all plants that could occur in the project corridor were visible or 
identifiable at that time. Although 14 species were identified as having the potential to occur, the 
May 2002 surveys identified suitable habitat for only one special-status plant, Congdon’s spikeweed 
(Centromadia parryi ssp. congdonii) in the biological resources study area. 


Congdon’s spikeweed is on the CNPS List 1B of species considered rare, threatened, or endangered 
in California and elsewhere. It is a late summer-blooming annual plant up to 2.3 feet tall. The 
species is endemic to California’s central coast and is found in four distinct areas: northern 
Monterey County; San Luis Obispo County; southwestern Alameda County and northwestern Santa 
Clara County; and central Contra Costa County. Congdon’s spikeweed occurs in annual grassland 
and in ruderal areas that were once annual grassland. The primary threat to its survival is habitat loss 
from agricultural and urban development. 
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Several locations of Congdon’s spikeweed have recently been confirmed in the vicinity of the WSX 
Alternative, including two within 0.5 mile of the WSX Alternative corridor: one near the intersection 
of Durham Road and Warm Springs Boulevard, and the other on Auto Mall Parkway approximately 
0.4 mile west of the WSX Alternative alignment (Preston 1999). Habitat at the Auto Mall Parkway 
locality is similar to the ruderal forb-grassland habitat at the proposed Warm Springs Station site. No 
spikeweeds were observed at the proposed Warm Springs Station site in May 2002. However, 
Congdon’s spikeweed normally blooms during the late summer and autumn, and the best time to 
survey for the species is between August and October. To ensure that surveys would be conducted at 
the appropriate time of year, Jones & Stokes botanists conducted a visit to a known population during 
the May 2002 survey and visited another known population in Pleasanton on August 7, 2002, to 
assess whether plants were in bloom at that time. Based on the results of those visits, an additional 
survey for Congdon’s spikeweed was conducted in the biological resources study area on September 
11, 2002; no spikeweeds were observed during the September visit. Accordingly, Congdon’s 
spikeweed is believed to be absent from the biological resources study area. 


Wildlife 


Common Species 


During the reconnaissance-level surveys of the biological resources study area, a variety of common 
wildlife species were observed in the study area. Other sources, including the CNDDB, also indicate 
that a variety of species have been observed in the biological resources study area (EIP Associates 
1990, Hoch pers. comm.). Because of the study area’s urban/suburban setting, these species are 
largely limited to those that can tolerate disturbance by human activity. Table 4.7-4 lists common 
birds and mammals known or expected to use habitats in the biological resources study area. 


Table 4.7-4. Birds and Mammals Observed or Expected to Use Habitat in Biological Resources 


Study Area 


Scientific Name 


Common Name 


| Scientific Name 


Common Name 


Birds 

Accipiter cooperii 
Accipiter striatus 
Aechmophorus occidentalis 
Aeronautes saxatalis 
Agelaius phoeniceus 
Agelaius tricolor 

Anas cyanoptera 

Anas platyrhynchos 

Anser albifrons 
Aphelocoma coerulescens 
Ardea herodias 

Athene cunicularia hypugea 


Branta canadensis 


Cooper’s Hawk 
Sharp-shinned Hawk 
Western Grebe 
White-throated Swift 
Red-winged Blackbird 
Tri-colored Blackbird 
Cinnamon Teal 

Mallard 

Greater White-fronted Goose 
Scrub Jay 

Great Blue Heron 
Western Burrowing Owl 


Canada Goose 


| Lanius excubitor 

Larus occidentalis 
Limnodromus griseus 
Limnodromus scolopaceus 
Melospiza melodia 
Melospiza lincolnii 

| Mimus polyglottos 
Numenius phaeopus 

| Nycticorax nycticorax 

| Oxyura jamaicensis 

| Passerculus sandwichensis 
Passerina amoena 
Phaisianus colchicus 


| Phalacrocorax auritus 


Northern Shrike 
Western Gull 
Short-billed Dowitcher 
Long-billed Dowitcher 
Song Sparrow 
Lincoln’s Sparrow 
Northern Mockingbird 
Long-billed Curlew 
Black-crowned Night Heron 
Ruddy Duck 

Savannah Sparrow 
Lazuli Bunting 
Ring-necked Pheasant 


Double-crested Cormorant 


Bucephala albeola Bufflehead Pipilo crissalis California Towhee 
Buteo jamaicensis Red-tailed Hawk Pipilo erythrophthalmus Spotted Towhee 
Buteo lineatus Red-shouldered Hawk | Podilymbus podiceps Pied-billed Grebe 
Buteo regalis Ferruginous Hawk Porzana carolina Sora 
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Scientific Name 


Common Name 


| Scientific Name 


Common Name 


Butorides striatus 
Calidris minutilla 
Calypte anna 
Carduelis psaltria 
Carduelis tristis 
Carpodacus mexicanus 
Cathartes aura 
Catharus ustalatus 
Casmerodius albus 
Charadrius vociferus 
Circus cyaneus 
Cistothorus palustris 
Colaptes auratus 
Columba livia 


Corvus brachyrynchos 
Dendrocopos nuttallii 
Dendrocopos pebescens 
Dendroica petechia 
Egretta thula 

Elanus leucurus 
Euphagus cyanocephalus 
Falco sparverius 

Fulica americana 
Gallinago gallinago 
Gallinula chloropus 
Geothlypis trichas 
Himantopus mexicanus 
Hirundo pyrrhonota 


Hirundo rustica 


Source: Jones & Stokes 


Green-backed Heron 
Least Sandpiper 
Anna’s Hummingbird 
Lesser Goldfinch 
American Goldfinch 
House Finch 

Turkey Vulture 
Swainson’s Thrush 
Great Egret 

Killdeer 

Northern Harrier 
Marsh Wren 
Northern Flicker 
Rock Dove 

Common Crow 
Nuttall’s Woodpecker 
Downy Woodpecker 
Yellow Warbler 
Snowy Egret 
White-tailed Kite 
Brewer’s Blackbird 
American Kestrel 
American Coot 
Common Snipe 
Common Moorhen 
Yellow-rumped Warbler 
Black-necked Stilt 
Cliff Swallow 


Barn Swallow 


| Psaltriparus minimus 


| Rallus limicola 


_ Sayornis nigricans 


| Sayornis saya 


| Stelgidopteryx serripennis 


| Sturnella neglecta 


i Sturnus vulgaris 


| Tachycineta bicolor 


| Tachycineta thalassina 


| Tringa melanoleuca 


_ Turdus migratorius 


Wilsonia pusilla 


| Zenaida macroura 


| Zonotrichia atricapilla 


Zonotrichia leucophrys 


Mammals 


Didelphis virginiana 


Lepus californicus 


| Mephitis mephitis 


| Microtus californicus 


Ondatra zibethius 


Otospermophilus beecheyi 


i Peromyscus maniculatus 


Procyon lotor 


| Reithrdontomys megalotis 


Thomomys bottae 


_ Urocyron cinereoargenteus 


| Vulpes fulva 


Bushtit 

Virginia Rail 

Black Phoebe 

Say’s Phoebe 

Northern Rough-winged Swallow 
Western Meadowlark 
European Starling 

Tree Swallow 
Violet-green Swallow 
Greater Yellowlegs 
American Robin 
Wilson’s Warbler 
Mourning Dove 
Golden-crowned Sparrow 


White-crowned Sparrow 


Virginia opossum 
Black-tailed jackrabbit 
Striped skunk 
Meadow vole 

Muskrat 

California ground squirrel 
Deer mouse 

Raccoon 

Western harvest mouse 
Botta’s pocket gopher 
Gray fox 

Red fox 


Some common fish species are present in water bodies in the biological resources study area, 
including Lake Elizabeth. Most of the creeks in the WSX Alternative project study area are small 
systems that are substantially affected by air temperature; therefore, most contain warm water from 
late spring through early fall (see Section 4.6, Wetlands). There are two unnamed channels (L-1 and 
L-10) that likely support mostly introduced warm-water resident fish species, including green sunfish 
(Lepomis cyanellis), fathead minnow (Pimephales promelas), red and golden shiner (Notropis 
lutrensis and Notemigonas crysoleucas), and mosquitofish (Gambusia affinis). Native fish species 
that could occur include California roach (Hesperoleucas symmetricus), threespine stickleback 
(Gasterosteus aculeatus) and Sacramento sucker (Catostomus occidentalis). 
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Special-Status Species 


Special-status wildlife species identified in the 2002 pre-field inventory as occurring in the East Bay 
region are listed in Table A in Appendix C. This table identifies the status of the species, species 
distribution, habitat requirements, and potential for occurrence in the biological resources study area. 


Based on known species distribution, habitat requirements, and the results of the 2002 prefield 
inventory and field surveys, 10 special-status wildlife species are known or have the potential to 
occur in the biological resources study area. These species are listed in Table 4.7-5 and discussed in 
greater detail below in Special-Status Species that May Occur in the Biological Resources Study 
Area. 


Seven special-status species are known to occur in the East Bay region but are believed to be absent 
from the biological resources study area itself. 


The following additional 11 of the 45 species listed in Appendix C may use the biological resources 
study area during migration or dispersal or may forage in the surrounding region, but they do not 
breed or roost in the study area: the curved-foot hygrotus diving beetle (Hygrotus curvipes), Bank 
Swallow, Ferruginous Hawk (Buteo regalis), Little Willow Flycatcher (Empidonax traillii), Long- 
billed Curlew, Sharp-shinned Hawk (Accipiter striatus), Short-eared Owl (Asio flammeus), greater 
western mastiff bat (Eumops perotis californicus), Pacific Townsend’s big-eared bat (Corynorhinus 
townsendii townsendii), small-footed myotis (Myotis ciliolabrum), and Yuma myotis (MV. 
yumanensis). Because sufficient and/or higher quality migration and foraging habitat exists for these 
11 species within the East Bay region, they are not discussed further. Because sufficient and/or 
higher quality migration and foraging habitat exists within the East Bay region for these 11 species, 
they are not discussed in detail in this document. 


Based on the 2002 reconnaissance-level field surveys, the biological resources study area does not 
support habitat for the 17 remaining species listed in Table A in Appendix C. These 17 species are 
not discussed further in this document. 


Table 4.7-5 summarizes special-status species use of the biological resources study area. 


Table 4.7-5. Summary of Special-Status Species’ Use of Biological Resources Study Area 
Special-Status Species 


Species Known or with Potential to Occur in Study Area 
California tiger salamander (Ambystoma californiense) 
California red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii) 
Western pond turtle (Clemmys marmorata) 

Cooper’s Hawk (Accipiter cooperi) 

Loggerhead Shrike (Lanius ludovicianus) 

Northern Harrier (Circus cyaneus) 

Tricolored Blackbird (Agelaius tricolor) 

Western Burrowing Owl (Athene cunicularia hypugea) 
White-tailed Kite (Elanurus leucurus) 
Yellow-breasted Chat (/cteria virens) 


Yellow Warbler (Dendroica petechia brewsteri) 
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Special-Status Species 


Species that May Occur in Surrounding Region but Are Unlikely to Use Study Area 

Vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi) 

Vernal pool tadpole shrimp (Lepidurus packardi) 

San Francisco forktail damselfly schnura gemina) 

California Black Rail (Laterallus jamaicensis) 

Central California Coast Steelhead (Onchorhynchus mykiss) 

Central Valley fall-run Chinook salmon (Onchorhynchus tshawytscha) 
Species that May Use Study Area for Migration, Dispersal, or Foraging but Do Not Breed in Study Area 

Curved-foot hygrotus diving beetle (Hygrotus curvipes) 

Bank Swallow (Riparia riparia) 

Ferruginous Hawk (Buteo regalis) 

Little Willow Flycatcher (Empidonax traillii) 

Long-billed Curlew (Numenius americanus) 

Sharp-shinned Hawk (Accipiter striatus) 

Short-eared Owl (Asio flammeus) 

Greater western mastiff bat (Eumops perotis californicus) 

Pacific Townsend’s big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii townsendii) 

Small-footed myotis (Myotis ciliolabrum) 

Yuma myotis (Myotis yumanensis) 


Sources: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Wetland Research Associates 1991, Ohlone Audubon Society 
unpublished bird list, California Department of Fish and Game 2003, Jones & Stokes field survey data 


In addition, raptors and swallows may nest in the biological resources study area. Although most 
raptors and swallows are not special-status species, their occupied nests and eggs are protected under 
the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and the California Fish and Game Code (see Section 
4.7.3, Regulatory Setting, below). 


Special-Status Species Known or with Potential to Occur in Biological Resources Study Area 


This section briefly describes the ten special-status wildlife species known or having the potential to 
occur in the biological resources study area 


California Tiger Salamander. The central California distinct population segment of the California 
tiger salamander was listed as federally threatened under the ESA on August 4, 2004 (69 FR 47212). 
Subsequently, critical habitat for the central California distinct population segment of the California 
tiger salamander was proposed by USFWS on August 10, 2004 (69 FR 48570). None of the 
proposed critical habitat is within the project study area. California tiger salamanders are found 
throughout the Central Valley, including the Sierra Nevada foothills, and in the coastal region from 
Butte County south to Santa Barbara County. 


California tiger salamander is a lowland species restricted to grasslands and low foothill regions 
where its breeding habitat (long-lasting rain pools) occurs. In addition to temporary ponds or pools, 
California tiger salamanders also breed in slower portions of streams and in some permanent waters 
(Stebbins 2003). Permanent aquatic sites are unlikely to be used for breeding unless they lack fish 
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predators (Jennings and Hayes 1994). California tiger salamanders also require dry-season refuge 
sites in the vicinity of breeding sites (within 1 mile) (Jennings and Hayes 1994). The species spends 
a significant time underground in the burrows of California ground squirrels, gophers, and other 
animals, and in soil crevices (Stebbins 2003). The CNDDB contains several records of California 
tiger salamanders in the Niles and Milpitas 7.5-minute quadrangles. 


Suitable breeding habitat for this species is present at two locations in the study area: the 0.7-acre 
seasonal wetland located between the former SP and WP railroad tracks south of Washington 
Boulevard and the optional Irvington Station site and New Marsh (See Section 4.6, Wetlands, for a 
discussion of these two sites). New Marsh in Fremont Central Park may provide suitable breeding 
habitat and adjacent upland estivation habitat for this species; however, California tiger salamanders 
have not been previously documented in New Marsh (CNDDB 2004). Biologists observed 
California tiger salamander larvae in the seasonal wetland south of Washington Boulevard in 
February 2003. This wetland occurs within the area affected by the City of Fremont’s grade 
separations project and will be removed by the city prior to implementation of the WSX Alternative. 
The City of Fremont conducted a survey for California tiger salamander in the wetland in spring 
2003 and determined that salamanders were breeding at this site. In consultation with CDFG, the 
City of Fremont trapped and relocated 200 adult and 204 larvae California tiger salamanders from 
this wetland in winter 2003 and spring 2004. 


As of April 2006, the wetland south of Washington Boulevard had not been removed by the City of 
Fremont but is proposed for removal in summer 2006, prior to the construction of the WSX 
Alternative. The city will mitigate the loss of the wetland and associated uplands, which consist of 
isolated annual grasslands between the east and west railroad lines, by purchasing 7.5 credits/acres at 
the Ohlone Preservation Bank. This compensation has been informally approved by USFWS and a 
biological opinion for the City of Fremont’s Grade Separations project has been issued. The City of 
Fremont’s proposed California tiger salamander compensation would fully mitigate for any effects to 
upland habitat associated with the wetland south of Washington Boulevard (The Huffman-Broadway 
Group, Inc. 2003). There are no migration corridors between the wetland south of Washington 
Boulevard and other potential breeding sites in the area. New Marsh is approximately 1.5 miles 
north of this wetland, and several major roads bisect the corridor, making immigration and/or 
colonization of New Marsh difficult or impossible. 


California Red-Legged Frog. The California red-legged frog is federally listed as threatened and is 
a state species of special concern. The current range of the California red-legged frog includes 
California’s central coast from Marin County south to Ventura County. California red-legged frogs 
are usually found near ponds, creeks, marshes, and other vegetated wetlands, but may disperse far 
from water following breeding, and may estivate in rodent burrows or cracks in the soil during dry 
periods. California red-legged frogs require permanent or nearly permanent ponded water habitat 
with emergent and submergent vegetation, and may use stock ponds and pools within streams. 
California red-legged frogs are most common in intermittent waters that lack predatory bullfrogs 
(Rana catesbeiana) and introduced fish species. 


California red-legged frogs have not been observed in the WSX Alternative corridor or the larger 
biological resources study area. However, California red-legged frogs have been reported from two 
localities outside the biological resources study area but within 5 miles of the WSX Alternative 
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corridor.’ In 1996, one adult and one juvenile were found in Agua Caliente Creek south of Mission 
Boulevard (1 mile east of the southern terminus of the project area and 2.2 miles southeast of Lake 
Elizabeth). In 1999, one individual was observed in a densely vegetated canal in Union City (3 miles 
northwest of the northern terminus of the project area and 4 miles northwest of Lake Elizabeth) 
(California Department of Fish and Game 2004). 


Within the WSX Alternative corridor, potential habitat for California red-legged frog occurs at South 
Tule Pond, south of Walnut Avenue and at New Marsh located within Fremont Central Park. New 
Marsh and South Tule Pond both support bullfrogs, mosquitofish (Gambusia affinis), and crayfish 
(Astacus astacus), which are considered predators of California red-legged frogs. The presence of 
significant predators reduces the quality of these habitats for California red-legged frogs; however, it 
does not preclude them from using these areas as foraging and/or breeding. 


Western Pond Turtle. The western pond turtle is a federal species of concern and a state species of 
special concern. Western pond turtles are found throughout California in ponds, marshes, rivers, and 
irrigation canals with muddy or rocky bottoms and emergent vegetation. 


The open water in existing ponds or streams in the biological resources study area likely offers 
moderate-quality habitat for western pond turtles. However, none were observed during either the 
reconnaissance-level wildlife surveys or surveys for California red-legged frog conducted in 2002. 
The CNDDB contains one record of western pond turtle occurring near Sunol, which is 
approximately 3 miles east of the project corridor (California Department of Fish and Game 2002). 


Cooper’s Hawk. The Cooper’s Hawk is a state species of special concern. Cooper’s Hawks are 
found throughout North America and Mexico. In California, they breed in a wide variety of habitat 
types, including deciduous, coniferous, and mixed forests; oak woodlands; deciduous riparian 
habitats; woodlots; and suburban and urban areas. Urban nest sites have included isolated trees in 
residential neighborhoods. The species’ decline is not well documented overall, but has been 
attributed in California to habitat destruction, particularly destruction of lowland riparian areas 
(Remsen 1978). 


Cooper’s Hawks were observed in the project corridor in 1992 and may have nested in the vicinity of 
Stivers Lagoon at that time (Ohlone Audubon Society unpublished bird list). No Cooper’s Hawks 
were observed during the June 2002 protocol-level surveys. However, suitable nest sites for the 
species occur in the riparian habitat adjacent to Lake Elizabeth, which is within and adjacent to the 
WSX Alternative corridor. 


Loggerhead Shrike. The Loggerhead Shrike is a state species of special concern. Loggerhead 
Shrikes are relatively common in lowland California, preferring open habitat with scattered shrubs, 
trees, posts, fences, utility lines, or other perches. They nest in shrubs or trees. 


Loggerhead Shrikes were not observed during the 2002 surveys, although suitable nesting and 
foraging habitat is abundant in the WSX Alternative corridor. 


Northern Harrier. The Northern Harrier is a state species of special concern. Northern Harriers are 


residents throughout lowlands in California, where they forage in grasslands, meadows, marshes, and 


° USFWS requires habitat assessments for California red-legged frog to document all known occurrences within 5 
miles of a project area. 
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seasonal and agricultural wetlands. They construct their nests on the ground in grasslands with tall 
vegetative cover. 


Northern Harriers are abundant and widespread throughout the region surrounding the WSX 
Alternative corridor. They are known to have nested in the area in 1992 (Ohlone Audubon Society 
unpublished bird list), but none were seen in the biological resources study area during the June 2002 
surveys. One nest was observed during the 2002 survey near the proposed Warm Springs Station 
site, but it appeared to have been destroyed by mowing activity earlier in the nesting season. 


Tricolored Blackbird. The Tricolored Blackbird is a state species of special concern. Tricolored 
Blackbirds are permanent residents in California’s Central Valley from Butte County to Kern 
County, and are also found at scattered coastal locations from Marin County south to San Diego 
County. They breed at scattered locations in Lake, Sonoma, and Solano Counties, and rarely in 
Siskiyou, Modoc, and Lassen Counties as well. Tricolored Blackbirds forage in open areas that offer 
abundant insect prey, such as marshes, pastures, agricultural wetlands, dairies, and feedlots. They 
are colonial nesters and prefer nest sites in emergent marsh vegetation such as cattails, or upland nest 
sites that offer blackberries or grain crops and a nearby source of water. 


Statewide surveys found no nesting colonies of Tricolored Blackbirds near the biological resources 
study area (Beedy and Hamilton 1999). Two Tricolored Blackbirds were observed in the cattail 
border along the pond northwest of Lake Elizabeth during the 2002 focused surveys for special-status 
wildlife. These individuals were not breeding. Suitable foraging and resting habitat is present in the 
biological resources study area, especially in ruderal forb-grassland and emergent seasonal wetland 
habitat. 


Western Burrowing Owl. The Western Burrowing Owl is a federal species of concern and a state 
species of special concern and is protected by Section 3503.5 of the California Fish and Game Code 
(see 4.7.3, Regulatory Setting, below). Western Burrowing Owls are found in lowland areas 
throughout California, including the Central Valley, northeastern plateau, southeastern deserts, and 
coastal regions. Burrowing Owls prefer open, dry, and nearly level grassland habitats, where they 
feed on insects, small mammals, and reptiles. They nest and roost in burrows, typically using 
abandoned ground squirrel burrows in roadside embankments, on levees, and along irrigation canals. 
The breeding season usually extends from late February to August. Ground squirrel control 
measures and the conversion of grassland to agricultural use are the primary factors responsible for 
the decline of the species. 


Five Burrowing Owls and three active Burrowing Owl nests were observed in the biological 
resources study area during the June 2002 protocol-level surveys (Appendix C). All of the nests 
were located at the proposed Warm Springs Station site. In June 2004, biologists observed four 
potential Burrowing Owl nests at the Warm Springs Station site. Suitable habitat for this species also 
occurs north (as far north as the city’s golf course) and south of Paseo Padre Parkway and between 
the former SP and WP railroad tracks south of Washington Boulevard, although no owls were 
observed in these areas during the June 2002, 2003, or 2004 surveys. Additional surveys were 
conducted in June 2002 by a biologist from Beeman & Associates Biological Consultants, in 
preparation for the City of Fremont’s grade separations project (Huffman & Associates 2002b). No 
owls were found in any of the potential habitat surveyed for the city’s grade separations project. 


White-Tailed Kite. The White-tailed Kite is fully protected under the California Fish and Game 
Code (see 4.7.3, Regulatory Setting, below). White-tailed Kites are found in lowlands west of the 
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Sierra Nevada from the northern end of the Sacramento Valley south as far as San Diego County. 
They forage in valleys, coastal areas, and low foothills that support valley oaks (Quercus lobata) or 
live oaks (Q. wis/izenii); in riparian areas; and in marshes near open grasslands. They construct their 
nests in trees, often in riparian corridors. 


White-tailed Kites have been observed foraging in the WSX Alternative project area (Ohlone 
Audubon Society unpublished bird list), but none were seen during the June 2002 surveys. 


Yellow-Breasted Chat. The Yellow-breasted Chat is a state species of special concern. Yellow- 
breasted Chats breed locally in California’s coastal mountains and in the foothills of the Sierra 
Nevada, in the area east of the northern California Cascades, and very locally in inland southern 
California. They construct nests in dense riparian habitats. 


Yellow-breasted Chats are considered a rare, local breeder in the East Bay region. The biological 
resources study area offers a limited extent of suitable breeding habitat for this species. No Yellow- 
breasted Chats were observed during the June 2002 surveys. 


Yellow Warbler. The Yellow Warbler is a state species of special concern. Yellow Warblers are a 
resident and winter visitor on the Salton Sea and in isolated areas in Imperial, San Diego, Ventura, 
and Fresno Counties. They winter in Merced County and along the Sacramento River in Colusa, 
Glenn, Butte, Sutter, and Yolo Counties, and breed at sites in Lassen, Fresno, and Yolo Counties. 


Yellow Warblers are considered a rare, local breeder in the East Bay region. The biological 
resources study area offers a limited extent of suitable breeding habitat for this species. No Yellow 
Warblers were observed during the June 2002 surveys. 


Special-Status Species that May Occur in the Surrounding Region 


The following sections briefly describe special-status wildlife species that may occur in the region 
surrounding the biological resources study area but are believed to be absent from the study area 
itself. The sections below also summarize the evidence suggesting that these species do not occur in 
the biological resources study area. 


Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp. The vernal pool fairy shrimp is federally listed as threatened. Vernal 
pool fairy shrimp are found in vernal pools and seasonal wetlands throughout California’s Central 
Valley and interior Coast Ranges, and in western Riverside County. Critical habitat has been 
proposed for 11 vernal pool invertebrates, including vernal pool fairy shrimp and vernal pool tadpole 
shrimp described below. Figure 4.7-2 indicates proximity of proposed critical habitat to the WSX 
Alternative corridor. 


Vernal pool fairy shrimp are very small (length less than 1.0 inch) and are typically translucent or 
pale in color. They occur in neutral to slightly alkaline vernal pools and rock outcrop pools. The life 
history of vernal pool fairy shrimp is dependent on the ephemeral nature of the vernal pools and 
seasonal wetlands they inhabit. The eggs, or resting cysts, of fairy shrimp allow the species to persist 
in dry sediment throughout the summer months. A percentage of these cysts hatch upon inundation 
of the pool, and individuals can reach sexual maturity in as little as 3 weeks. Adults of this species 
typically only persist in a pool for 70—90 days, even if the habitat remains inundated for a longer 
duration. 


Potential habitat for vernal pool fairy shrimp is present at one site in the study area: the 0.7-acre 
seasonal wetland located between the former SP and WP railroad tracks, south of the optional 
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Irvington Station site (Figure 4.7-1b). As described in Section 4.6, Wetlands, the dominant plant 
species in this habitat is creeping spikerush; associated species include Italian ryegrass, bristly ox- 
tongue, creeping wildrye, umbrella sedge, and water pygmy-weed. An informal reconnaissance of 
this wetland on August 20, 2002, found that the sediments contain shells of seed shrimp (Ostracoda), 
which commonly co-occur with fairy shrimp. However, the wetland receives runoff from the former 
SP and WP railroad tracks, which may render the water chemistry unsuitable for vernal pool fairy 
shrimp. Protocol-level surveys were conducted to determine the presence of the vernal pool fairy 
shrimp in potential habitat. No special-status invertebrates were found in the study area during the 
surveys. Vernal pool fairy shrimp do not occur in the WSX Alternative corridor. 


Vernal Pool Tadpole Shrimp. The vernal pool tadpole shrimp is federally listed as endangered. 
Vernal pool tadpole shrimp are found in vernal pools and seasonal wetlands in the Central Valley and 
Sacramento—San Joaquin Delta regions. 


Vernal pool tadpole shrimp are larger than vernal pool fairy shrimp (length approximately 0.2 to 2.0 
inches). Individuals are typically green but may be mottled in highly turbid water. Vernal pool 
tadpole shrimp are slow-growing invertebrates typically found in moderate- to large-sized pools with 
muddy bottoms. They are omnivorous and generally forage in dense vegetation on the bottoms of 
pools. The life history of this species is closely dependent on the dry and wet cycles of its habitat. 
Adults are only present in the winter months when the habitat is inundated; the population persists 
through the summer months in the form of resting cysts. Once hatched, vernal pool tadpole shrimp 
are long-lived, typically persisting until the habitat is dry or the water’s dissolved oxygen content 
falls to a fatal level. 


Vernal pool tadpole shrimp are known to occur in the San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge, 
approximately 2.8 miles west of the proposed Warm Springs Station site. Potential habitat for vernal 
pool tadpole shrimp is present at one site in the biological resources study area: the seasonal wetland 
located between the former SP and WP railroad tracks, south of the optional Irvington Station site 
(described in Section 4.6, Wetlands). Protocol-level surveys were conducted to determine the 
presence of the vernal pool tadpole shrimp in potential habitat. No special-status invertebrates were 
found in the study area during the surveys. Vernal pool tadpole shrimp do not occur in the WSX 
Alternative corridor. 


San Francisco Forktail Damselfly. The San Francisco forktail damselfly is a federal species of 
concern. The damselfly is endemic to the San Francisco Bay Area; extant populations occur from 
Marin County south to Santa Cruz County. Habitat for the San Francisco forktail damselfly includes 
shallow permanent water sources with gradually sloping banks, and the species is known to use small 
ponds, marshes, and artificial channels with sparse emergent vegetation. 


The channelized creeks and other permanent bodies of open water in the biological resources study 
area may provide suitable habitat for the San Francisco forktail damselfly. Recent surveys conducted 
in suitable habitat within 5 miles of the WSX Alternative corridor in Union City failed to document 
the species’ presence (Hafernik pers. comm.). The San Francisco forktail damselfly is considered 
unlikely to occur in the biological resources study area. 


California Black Rail. California Black Rails are largely confined to the northern San Francisco 
Bay Estuary. Small, isolated populations are present along the outer coast in Tomales Bay, Bolinas 
Lagoon, Morro Bay, and Bodega Bay; in the Sacramento Valley and Sierra Nevada foothills; and in 
the Colorado River basin (Evens et al. 1991). Black Rails are primarily found in tidal salt marsh 
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habitat, but they also occur in freshwater marsh (Aigner et al. 1995). The California Black Rail is a 
federal species of concern, is listed as threatened under CESA, and is fully protected under the 
California Fish and Game Code (see 4.7.3, Regulatory Setting, below). 


The CNDDB contains one record of Black Rail in Alameda Creek, less than] mile northwest of the 
WSX Alternative corridor. However, there is no habitat for this species within the biological 
resources study area, and no Black Rails were observed during the 2002 field surveys. 


Nesting Swallows and Raptors in the Biological Resources Study Area 


The results of the 2002 surveys are presented below for swallows and raptors that are known to nest 
or have the potential to nest in the project corridor. Although most swallows and raptors are not 
considered special-status species, occupied nests and eggs are protected by federal and state laws. 


Swallows. Barn Swallows (Hirundo rustica) and Cliff Swallows (Petrochelidon pyrrhonota) build 
mud nests on the undersides of artificial structures such as bridges. Cliff Swallows are colonial 
nesters and often nest in colonies of hundreds of birds. Both species winter in South America and 
return to California in February to breed. Nesting occurs from April to August, and southward 
migration occurs in September and October (Zeiner et al. 1990). 


Northern Rough-winged Swallows (Stelgidopteryx serripennis) and Tree Swallows (Tachycineta 
bicolor) are cavity-nesting birds that inhabit lakeshores, flooded meadows, marshes, and streams. 
Northern Rough-winged Swallows nest in burrows, under bridges, and in culverts or sewer pipes, 
while Tree Swallows nest in tree holes. Northern Rough-winged Swallow nests are usually solitary, 
while most Tree Swallows nest in loose colonies. 


Potential nesting habitat for Barn Swallows and Cliff Swallows occurs on the undersides of the UP 
bridge structures and the Auto Mall Parkway overpass in the biological resources study area. No 
nesting Barn or Cliff Swallows were observed during the June 2002 surveys, but it is possible for 
swallows to colonize previously unused bridges that offer suitable habitat. 


Tree Swallows nest in cavities in trees and snags throughout Fremont Central Park. The City of 
Fremont maintains nest boxes for Tree Swallows around Lake Elizabeth. The swallows begin 
arriving in Central Park in January and continue to use the area for the remainder of the nesting 
season (March—August). Cliff Swallows, Tree Swallows, and Northern Rough-winged Swallows 
were observed during the June 2002 surveys. 


Raptors. Raptors, such as Red-tailed Hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), Red-shouldered Hawk (Buteo 
lineatus), and Great Horned Owl (Bubo virginianus), nest in riparian and woodland areas. The 
breeding season for these species generally lasts from February | to August 15. 


A variety of raptors may nest in riparian and woodland habitats within the biological resources study 
area. During the 2002 focused surveys, a pair of American Kestrels (Falco sparverius) was observed 
along the UP alignment north of Washington Boulevard, a Great Horned Owl was observed in the 
riparian habitat south of Lake Elizabeth, a Red-tailed Hawk was observed over Paseo Padre Parkway 
in the WSX Alternative corridor, and a damaged and abandoned Northern Harrier nest was observed 
at the proposed Warm Springs Station site (see Northern Harrier section above). In addition, a Red- 
shouldered Hawk was observed in a large conifer adjacent to the optional Irvington Station site, and a 
Barn Owl feather was found under a large eucalyptus tree on the site. No active raptor nests were 
identified within the biological resources study area during the June 2002 surveys, but suitable 
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nesting habitat is present. The potential for raptors to nest within the WSX Alternative corridor is 
considered moderate. 


Fish 


Information on fish species in this section is based on a field survey conducted on November 8, 
2004; a review of the pertinent literature; previous reports for Mission Creek and Lake Elizabeth; and 
contact with individuals knowledgeable about fisheries resources in the biological resources study 
area (Atkinson, Nogare, Stern pers. comms.). Before the reconnaissance-level survey was 
undertaken, the potential for special-status fish species to occur in the project area was evaluated 
based on information from CDFG’s CNDDB (2004), and conversations with CDFG and National 
Marine Fisheries Service fisheries biologists (Atkinson, Stern pers. comms.). A Jones & Stokes fish 
biologist conducted the reconnaissance-level field survey of the entire project site to assess habitats 
and their potential to support special-status species. 


Mission Creek 


Mission Creek drains a watershed of approximately 11 square miles. Elevations range from sea level 
at San Francisco Bay to 2,500 feet at Mission Peak. Mission Creek flows in a northwesterly 
direction as it leaves the foothills of the Diablo Range before turning in a more southerly direction as 
it enters the coastal plain bordering the bay. Mission Creek flows into San Francisco Bay via Mud 
Slough and Coyote Creek. 


Mission Creek and its associated waterways have been extensively modified to serve as stormwater 
drainage channels. Past modifications to Mission Creek include dredging, channel realignment, 
channel straightening, and culverting. For example, downstream of Paseo Padre Parkway below the 
project area, Mission Creek parallels Grimmer Avenue in a nearly straight alignment for more than 

1 mile. Within this reach, Mission Creek is confined to twin underground reinforced concrete box 
(RCB) culverts for approximately 0.5 mile beginning at Fremont Avenue. Farther upstream, Mission 
Creek flows through an underground culvert where Interstate 680 crosses the creek at the base of the 
foothills. The excessive length of the twin RCB culverts downstream of Fremont Avenue, coupled 
with the expected shallow water depths at low flows and the high water velocities at high flows, 
likely limit or preclude fish (including anadromous salmonids) from accessing habitats upstream of 
the culverts. 


Fish species reported to occur in Mission Creek include western mosquitofish (Gambusia affinis) and 
catfish (Uctalurus spp.) (Environmental Science Associates 1993). Because Mission Creek is 
hydraulically connected to Lake Elizabeth, fish species that occur in the lake may also be present in 
the creek, especially in reaches of the creek that border or are downstream of the lake. 


At the time of the reconnaissance survey, stream flow in Mission Creek in the project area was 
approximately | cubic foot per second (cfs). Dense riparian vegetation was observed along Mission 
Creek where the creek borders the lake and shaded the creek where the vegetation overhangs the 
water. Upstream and downstream of this reach, riparian vegetation and stream shading is absent and 
the creek more resembles a drainage ditch. Stream habitats in the reach of Mission Creek that border 
the lake consisted primarily of long, slow-moving backwater habitats. Sand and clay- or silt-sized 
particles comprised the majority of substrates observed in the channel; gravel substrates suitable for 
salmonid spawning were absent. 
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Due to the low flow conditions, the presence of downstream migration barriers, and absence of 
spawning-sized substrates, it is unlikely that Mission Creek provides habitat for salmonids, including 
steelhead and Chinook salmon. 


Lake Elizabeth 


Lake Elizabeth, located in Fremont Central Park, is an 83-acre recreational lake owned by ACFCD 
and maintained with groundwater by the City of Fremont. It originated as a natural sag (Stivers 
Lagoon) formed along an active trace of the Hayward fault, but has been artificially enlarged, and 
hardscape has been installed to stabilize portions of the shoreline. The lake is a popular recreational 
feature that provides boating and fishing opportunities. Maximum water depths in the lake range 
approximately from 4 to 6 feet and the lake typically exhibits eutrophic (i.e., rich in nutrients) 
conditions. 


Fish species known to occur in Lake Elizabeth include largemouth bass (Micropterus salmoides), 
bluegill (Lepomis macrochirus), green sunfish (L. cyanellus), pumpkinseed (L. gibbosus), redear 
sunfish (LZ. microlophus), common carp (Cyprinus carpio), and crappie (Pomoxis spp.). These 
species are not presently stocked in the lake on a regular basis and their populations are likely 
sustained through natural reproduction in the lake. CDFG periodically stocks the lake with hatchery 
rainbow trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss) in the winter and channel catfish U/ctalurus punctatus) in the 
spring and fall. Rainbow trout that are stocked in the winter probably do not survive over the 
summer due to excessive water temperatures in the lake. Over the past 2 years, lake anglers have 
caught three sturgeon (Acipsenser spp.) (Nogare pers. comm.). 


Although the origin of the sturgeon is unknown, their occurrence in the lake is likely the result of 
stocking by CDFG or illegal fish introductions by the public, rather than as a result of fish swimming 
upstream from the bay. 


Special-Status Species that May Occur in the Surrounding Region 


The following information on steelhead and Chinook salmon is based on the known life history 
requirements for the species, and their likelihood of occurrence in Mission Creek is based on the 
professional judgment of the fish biologist who conducted the site visit, coupled with information 
obtained from the resource agencies. 


B® Central California Coast Steelhead. The Central California Coast Steelhead Evolutionarily 
Significant Unit (ESU) is federally listed as threatened (62 FR 43938, August 18, 1997). The 
Central California Coast Steelhead ESU includes river basins from the Russian River, California 
(inclusive) to Aptos Creek, and the drainages of San Francisco and San Pablo Bays (62 FR 159; 
August 18, 1997). Critical habitat for this ESU is currently proposed for the Santa Clara 
subbasin, which includes the Guadalupe River and Coyote Creek (69 FR 71880; December 10, 
2004). However, unoccupied areas within this subbasin have not been identified as essential for 
the conservation of this ESU (69 FR 71880; December 10, 2004). Steelhead (seagoing rainbow 
trout) populations within Alameda County are encompassed by this ESU. Steelhead populations 
in most tributaries to San Francisco and San Pablo Bays have been extirpated (McEwan and 
Jackson 1996). 


In general, steelhead require freshwater streams with relatively cold, clean water in sufficient 
quantity for migration, spawning, and rearing. They also require streams with relatively clean 
gravels of appropriate sizes for successful spawning; adequate amounts of instream cover for 
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protection from predators; and an abundant supply of food (e.g., aquatic insects). Adult steelhead 
leave the ocean in late fall and winter and ascend coastal streams to spawn in winter and early spring. 
Because juvenile steelhead rear year-round, suitable habitat for steelhead includes streams that have 
adequate levels of flow, temperature, food, and cover continuously. For Alameda County, the 
CNDDB contains records of steelhead in Alameda Creek. Steelhead are known to occur in Coyote 
Creek (Santa Clara County), which Mission Creek flows into at San Francisco Bay, and its tributaries 
(e.g., Upper Penitencia Creek). Mission Creek, a channelized and culverted creek, is unlikely to 
support a population of steelhead (Atkinson, Stern pers. comms.). Underground culverts in 
downstream reaches probably prevent adults from migrating to upper reaches of Mission Creek. 

Low flows, excessive summer water temperatures, and poor substrate quality also preclude steelhead 
from occurring in the biological resources study area. 


Because Mission Creek is unlikely to support steelhead migration, spawning, and rearing, the project, 
as proposed, is unlikely to have an adverse effect on steelhead or their habitat, including critical 
habitat for this ESU (see Section 4.7.4, Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures 
below). Consequently, it is anticipated that National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries) will not require Section 7 consultation on 
steelhead or critical habitat for this project. 


= Central Valley Fall/Late Fall-Run Chinook Salmon. The Central Valley Fall/Late Fall-Run 
Chinook Salmon ESU is a federal species of concern (64 FR 50393), and is a commercially 
valuable, federally managed species. The Magnuson-Stevens Act, as amended by the Sustainable 
Fisheries Act of 1996 (Public Law 104-267), sets forth Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) provisions 
to identify and protect important habitats of federally managed marine and anadromous fish 
species. The Magnuson-Stevens Act defines EFH as waters and substrate necessary for fish to 
spawn, breed, feed, and grow to maturity. 


Habitat requirements for Chinook salmon are similar to those listed above for steelhead. However, 
adult Chinook salmon leave the ocean beginning in early fall and spawn in coastal streams in fall. 
Juvenile Chinook salmon leave their natal streams within a few months after emerging from the 
gravel (i.e., in late winter and early spring); therefore, streams that support Chinook salmon are not 
required to have suitable conditions year-round (i.e., during summer). However, many of the factors 
discussed above for steelhead, also are likely to preclude Chinook salmon from using Mission Creek; 
their occurrence in Mission Creek would likely be the result of fish straying from Coyote Creek. 
(Mission Creek is hydraulically connected to Coyote Creek.) 


Because Mission Creek is unlikely to support Chinook salmon migration, spawning, and rearing, the 
project, as proposed, is unlikely to have an adverse effect on Chinook salmon or their habitat, and 
Mission Creek 1s not likely to provide essential fish habitat necessary for Chinook salmon (see 
Section 4.7.4, Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures, below). Consequently, it is 
anticipated that NOAA Fisheries will not require EFH consultation for Chinook salmon for this 
project. 


4.7.3 Regulatory Setting 


The following federal, state, and local laws, regulations, ordinances, and rules are related to 
biological resources and the construction and operation of the WSX Alternative. 
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4.7.3.1 Federal 


Endangered Species Act 


The federal ESA of 1973 protects fish and wildlife species that have been identified by the USFWS 
and/or NOAA Fisheries as threatened or endangered, and their habitats. Endangered refers to 
species, subspecies, or distinct population segments that are in danger of extinction through all or a 
significant portion of their range; threatened refers to species, subspecies, or distinct population 
segments that are likely to become endangered in the near future. 


The ESA is administered by USFWS and NOAA Fisheries. In general, NOAA Fisheries is 
responsible for protection of ESA-listed marine species and anadromous fishes, while other listed 
species are under USFWS jurisdiction. 


The following sections summarize specific provisions of the ESA (Sections 9 and 7) that are relevant 
to the WSX Alternative. 


ESA Prohibitions (Section 9) 


ESA Section 9 prohibits the “take” of any fish or wildlife species listed under the ESA as 
endangered. Take of threatened species is also prohibited under Section 9 unless otherwise 
authorized by federal regulations.° Take, as defined by the ESA, means “to harass, harm, pursue, 
hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct.” 
Harm is defined as “any act that kills or injures the species, including significant habitat 
modification.” In addition, Section 9 prohibits removing, digging up, cutting, and maliciously 
damaging or destroying federally listed plants on sites under federal jurisdiction. 


ESA Authorization Process for Federal Actions (Section 7) 


ESA Section 7 provides a means for authorizing take of threatened and endangered species by federal 
agencies. It applies to actions that are conducted, permitted, or funded by a federal agency. Under 
Section 7, the federal agency conducting, funding, or permitting an action (the lead agency) must 
consult with USFWS or NOAA Fisheries, as appropriate, to ensure that the proposed action will not 
jeopardize endangered or threatened species or destroy or adversely modify designated critical 
habitat. If a proposed project “may affect” a listed species or designated critical habitat, the lead 
agency is required to prepare a biological assessment (BA) evaluating the nature and severity of the 
expected effect. In response, USFWS or NOAA Fisheries issues a biological opinion (BO), with a 
determination that the proposed action either 


m™ may jeopardize the continued existence of one or more listed species (jeopardy finding) or result 
in the destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat (adverse modification finding), or 


m will not jeopardize the continued existence of any listed species (no jeopardy finding) or result in 
adverse modification of critical habitat (no adverse modification finding). 


° In some cases, exceptions may be made for threatened species under ESA Section 4[d]; in such 
cases, the USFWS or NMFS issues a “‘4[d] rule” describing protections for the threatened species and 
specifying the circumstances under which take is allowed. 
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The biological opinion issued by USFWS or NOAA Fisheries may stipulate discretionary 
“reasonable and prudent” conservation measures. If the project would not jeopardize a listed species, 
USFWS or NOAA Fisheries issues an incidental take statement to authorize the proposed activity. 


Migratory Bird Treaty Act 


The MBTA (16 USC 703) enacts the provisions of treaties between the United States, Great Britain, 
Mexico, Japan, and the former Soviet Union, and authorizes the U.S. Secretary of the Interior to 
protect and regulate the taking of migratory birds. It establishes seasons and bag limits for hunted 
species and protects migratory birds, their occupied nests, and their eggs (16 USC 703, 50 CFR 21, 
50 CFR 10). Most actions that result in taking or in permanent or temporary possession of a 
protected species constitute violations of the MBTA. Examples of permitted actions that do not 
violate the MBTA include the possession of a hunting license to pursue specific gamebirds; 
legitimate research activities; display in zoological gardens; bird-banding; and other similar activities 
(Faanes et al. 1992). USFWS is responsible for overseeing compliance with the MBTA, and the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture’s Animal Damage Control Officer makes recommendations on related 
animal protection issues. 


4.7.3.2 State 


California Endangered Species Act 


The California Endangered Species Act (CESA), administered by CDFG, protects wildlife and plants 
listed by the California Fish and Game Commission as threatened and endangered under the act. 
CESA prohibits all persons from taking species that are state-listed as threatened or endangered 
except under certain circumstances; the CESA definition of take is any action or attempt to “hunt, 
pursue, catch, capture, or kill.” 


CESA Section 2081 provides a means by which agencies or individuals may obtain authorization for 
incidental take of state-listed species, except for certain species designated as “fully protected” under 
the California Fish and Game Code (see below). Take must be incidental to, and not the purpose of, 
an otherwise lawful activity. Requirements for a Section 2081 permit are similar to those used in the 
ESA Section 7 process. They include identification of impacts on listed species, development of 
mitigation measures that minimize and fully mitigate impacts, development of a monitoring plan, and 
assurance of funding to implement mitigation and monitoring. 


California Native Plant Protection Act 


The California Native Plant Protection Act (CNPPA) of 1977 prohibits importation of rare and 
endangered plants into California, take of rare and endangered plants, and sale of rare and 
endangered plants (the “threatened “ category replaced “rare” when the CESA was enacted in 1984). 
CESA prohibits take of listed plants except as otherwise authorized by the CNPPA. 


Removal of plants for performance of a public service by a public agency or a publicly or privately 
owned public utility is exempt from CNPPA. Accordingly, some BART activities may be considered 
exempt from the CNPPA. Evaluation of potential impacts on state-listed plant species was 
conducted for the supplemental environmental impact report produced for this project in 2003 (San 
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Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 2003), and the results of that evaluation are considered in 
this analysis of potential impacts on biological resources. 


California Fish and Game Code 


Protections for Individual Species 


The California Fish and Game Code (Code) provides protection from take for a variety of species. 
Take is defined under the Code as “hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue, 
catch, capture, or kill.” 


Certain species are considered fully protected, meaning that the Code explicitly prohibits all take of 
individuals of these species, except for take required for scientific research, which may be authorized 
by CDFG in some situations. Section 5050 of the Code lists fully protected amphibians and reptiles, 
Section 5515 lists fully protected fishes, Section 3511 lists fully protected birds, and Section 4700 
lists fully protected mammals. 


The Code provides less stringent protection for other species, prohibiting most take, but permitting 
CDFG to issue regulations authorizing take under some circumstances. Eggs and nests of all birds 
are protected under Section 3503, nesting birds (including raptors and passerines) under Sections 
3513 and 3503.5, birds of prey under Section 3503.5, migratory non-game birds under Section 3800, 
and other specified birds under Section 3505. 


4.7.3.3 Local 


City of Fremont Tree Ordinance 


The City of Fremont’s Tree Preservation Ordinance is intended to limit the unnecessary destruction 
of trees in order to preserve existing windbreaks and foster conservation. The ordinance requires that 
a permit be obtained for the removal of any tree with a trunk diameter of 6 inches or more, measured 
at 4.5 feet above the ground. Certain trees designated as “landmark trees” are specifically protected 
from removal under Section 4-5109 of the ordinance; a list of existing landmark trees within Fremont 
city limits is maintained by the city and is periodically amended and updated by the Fremont City 
Council. Commercial-type nut- and fruit-bearing trees, with the exception of European olive (Olea 
europaea) and black walnut (Juglans hindsii), are exempt from protection. 


BART, as a multi-county transit district, is not legally required to comply with local regulations such 
as the Fremont tree ordinance. However, BART recognizes that transit projects can result in the loss 
of local biological resources, and considers relevant local regulations in developing its criteria for 
determining impacts on biological resources. 
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4.7.4 Environmental Consequences and Mitigation 
Measures 


4.7.4.1 Methodology for Analysis of Environmental 
Consequences 


Analysis of impacts related to biological resources focused on the WSX Alternative’s potential to 
result in changes in the areal extent or quality of biological resources. Changes in the areal extent of 
upland habitat were evaluated quantitatively through geographic information system (GIS) analysis, 
based on field mapping and the anticipated area and duration of ground disturbance; Table 4.7-6 
summarizes the potentially affected upland habitat acreages that were derived via GIS analysis and 
used in the following analysis. Changes in the areal extent of Wetland resources are described in 
Section 4.6, Wetlands. Other types of impacts on biological resources were evaluated qualitatively. 


Impacts specific to construction and operation of the optional Irvington Station were addressed 
separately, because this option may not be implemented even if the WSX Alternative is approved. 


Table 4.7-6. Summary of Upland Habitat Acreages Affected by WSX Alternative and Optional 
Irvington Station 


Vegetation Community Permanent Impact (acres) Temporary Impact (acres) 


Ruderal Forb-Grassland 


Walnut Avenue to Stevenson Boulevard 3.3 4.5 

Fremont Central Park 0.0 20.0 

Areas adjacent to former SP and WP 3.4 13.3 

railroad tracks 

Warm Springs Station site 30.7 0.0 
Total ruderal forb-grassland acreage affected 37.4 37.8 
without Irvington Station Option 

Irvington Station site 7.8 0.0 
Total ruderal forb-grassland affected, including 45.2 37.8 


Irvington Station option 


Note: 
This table does not include habitats within the City of Fremont’s grade separations project area of potential 
effect. 


Source: Jones & Stokes 


4.7.4.2 Alternative-Specific Environmental Analysis 


Impacts Related to Operation of the WSX Alternative 


Impact BIO-1—Effects of increased noise and groundborne vibration on wildlife. 
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WSX Alternative. As discussed in Section 4.13, Noise and Vibration, operation of the WSX 
Alternative would result in additional noise and groundborne vibration in the project vicinity. 
Increased noise and vibration have the potential to disturb common and special-status wildlife 
species, including migratory birds and raptors. Wildlife might avoid areas traversed by frequent, 
noisy, fast-moving trains. However, as described in Mitigation Measures N-1 and N-2 (see Section 
4.13, Noise and Vibration), BART would implement measures to reduce noise and groundborne 
vibration in areas adjacent to the WSX Alternative alignment. Moreover, wildlife in the area is 
already habituated to noise and vibration associated with trains operating on the existing UP tracks, 
motor vehicle traffic, and nearby urban/suburban land uses. Wildlife would likely also become 
habituated to noise and vibration levels associated with operation of the WSX Alternative. This is 
not considered an impact. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no new project-related sources of 
noise or groundborne vibration. 


Impact BIO-2—Loss of ruderal forb-grassland habitat. 


WSX Alternative. A total of approximately 37.4 acres of ruderal forb-grassland habitat would be 
permanently removed from the WSX Alternative corridor as a result of implementing the WSX 
Alternative. An additional 19.4 acres of ruderal forb habitat in the area east of Lake Elizabeth 
between the former WP and SP alignments would not be affected by the WSX Alternative because 
this habitat is within the area affected by the city’s grade separations project and will be removed or 
substantially disturbed prior to implementation of the WSX Alternative, these acres are not 
considered under this impact analysis. 


As described in Existing Conditions above, a variety of bird species use the ruderal forb-grassland 
habitat in the biological resources study area for foraging, nesting, and cover. Loss of this habitat 
would result in fragmentation; however, the existing ruderal grassland in the project corridor is 
already highly fragmented because of development in the past decade, and similar habitat of 
equivalent or greater value is abundant in the East Bay region. The loss of 30.7 acres of this habitat 
at the proposed Warm Springs Station site would result in impacts on nesting Western Burrowing 
Owls. This impact is addressed under Impact BIO-3. The loss of the remaining 6.7 acres of non- 
native annual forb-grassland, which is currently not occupied by Western Burrowing Owls or other 
special-status species, is considered a negligible effect because this habitat type is not a sensitive 
natural community and it provides low-quality habitat for most species. Furthermore, loss of 37.4 
acres of ruderal forb-grassland is not expected to contribute to the destruction or deterioration of an 
individual, population, or habitat for special-status species. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no loss of ruderal forb-grassland 
habitat related to the WSX Alternative. 


Impact BIO-3—Loss of occupied Western Burrowing Owl habitat and direct impacts on Western 
Burrowing Owls. 


WSX Alternative. Construction of the proposed Warm Springs Station would result in the 
permanent loss of 30.7 acres of currently occupied Western Burrowing Owl habitat and the removal 
of three nests that support five individual owls. The permanent loss of occupied habitat would 
constitute an adverse impact. The following mitigation measure would compensate for this impact. 
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Mitigation Measure BIO-3—Implement on- and offsite replacement of Western 
Burrowing Owl habitat. BART will ensure that the loss of Western Burrowing Owl 
habitat in the WSX Alternative corridor is compensated by the provision of replacement 
habitat either on- or offsite. Habitat replacement will be based on a biological analysis of 
the requirements of the owls at this site, or CDFG-approved guidelines (California 
Department of Fish and Game 1995). 


Location of the compensation habitat will be identified in conjunction with CDFG 
through a mitigation agreement. Compensation habitat may be located either on- or 
offsite, depending on approval from CDFG. If necessary, BART will construct two 
artificial burrows for each occupied burrow lost or rendered unsuitable as a result of 
construction activities. BART will retain a qualified biologist to build and monitor the 
artificial burrows. BART will ensure that the mitigation habitat (including artificial 
burrows) is maintained for owls in perpetuity. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no loss of Western Burrowing Owl 
Habitat. 


Impact BIO-4—Removal of trees. 


WSX Alternative. The WSX Alternative has the potential to result in the loss of trees along the 
WSX Alternative alignment. The number of protected trees that would be removed because of the 
WSX Alternative cannot be ascertained until project designs are finalized, but, based on the results of 
the May—June 2002 surveys, it is not expected to exceed five trees, including two large red gum 
(Eucalyptus camaldulensis) trees adjacent to Tule Pond South. Further, according to the City of 
Fremont’s current list of landmark trees, no listed landmark trees would be removed as a result of 
WSX Alternative activities. Although BART is a multi-county transit agency and as such is not 
legally required to comply with local ordinances, removal of trees is considered an impact. The 
following mitigation measures would avoid or compensate for this impact. 


Mitigation Measure BIO-4(a)—Conduct a tree survey to assess tree resources 
affected by the WSX Alternative. BART will retain a certified arborist to conduct a 
tree survey of the WSX Alternative corridor, including potential contractor laydown 
areas, and to identify and evaluate trees that will be removed, including any landmark 
trees as identified by the City of Fremont. If the arborist’s survey does not identify any 
protected trees or known landmark trees that would be removed or damaged as a result of 
the WSX Alternative, no further mitigation is necessary. However, if the WSX 
Alternative would remove or damage any protected tree(s), Mitigation Measure BIO-4(b) 
as described below will also be implemented. 


Mitigation Measure BIO-4(b)—Provide replacement trees for the removal of 
protected trees. For any tree with a trunk diameter in excess of 6 inches measured at 4.5 
feet above ground level that is removed as a result of the WSX Alternative, BART will 
ensure that replacement trees are planted in the WSX Alternative corridor. Ata 
minimum, each removed tree that meets the 6-inch standard will be replaced with either 
(1) one replacement tree of 24-inch box size, or (2) three replacement trees of 15-gallon 
size. Replacement trees will be native species such as coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia), 
California buckeye (Aesculus californica), California bay laurel (Umbellularia 
californica), or other appropriate species native to the Fremont area or similar to the mix 
of species removed during construction activity. Trees will be planted in close proximity 
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to removal sites, in locations suitable for the replacement species. Selection of 
replacement sites and installation of replacement plantings will be supervised by a 
qualified botanist. Newly planted trees will be monitored by a qualified botanist at least 
once a year for 5 years. Any trees that do not survive during that period will be replaced. 
Any trees planted as remediation for failed plantings will be planted as stipulated here for 
original plantings, and will be monitored for a period of 5 years following installation. 
Tree replacement will occur after project construction. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no project-related removal of trees. 


Impact BIO-5—Water quality degradation effects on fish in Mission Creek and Lake Elizabeth from 
operational dewatering. 


WSX Alternative. As discussed in Section 4.5, Hydrology, operation of the WSX Alternative would 
require groundwater dewatering to address groundwater seepage in portions of the WSX Alternative 
that are located at or below the local groundwater table. In addition, dewatering would be required 
for precipitation falling directly within the U-Wall area. Groundwater seepage and precipitation 
would be collected in a pump sump and discharged in one of six methods. Two of the methods 
include discharge to Mission Creek and Lake Elizabeth. If the Mission Creek discharge alternative is 
selected, seepage water would be discharged to a 100-foot-long grassy swale that drains to Mission 
Creek. If the Lake Elizabeth discharge alternative is selected, seepage water would be discharged 
directly to the lake. Discharge would occur approximately three times each day for 8 minutes at a 
flow rate/volume of 1.1 cfs. 


Discharge of groundwater to Mission Creek and Lake Elizabeth could adversely affect fish in these 
water bodies if pollutant levels in discharge waters are higher than receiving waters. However, 
impacts on fish in Mission Creek and Lake Elizabeth are not anticipated from the discharge of 
groundwater because seepage water originates from high-quality groundwater and seepage water in 
the tunnel will not come into contact with significant quantities of pollutants within the tunnel. In 
addition, compliance with applicable permit requirements as described in Mitigation Measure H-8 
will help ensure that the discharges do not adversely affect aquatic life. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no degradation of water quality 
from operational dewatering or resultant effects on fish in Mission Creek and Lake Elizabeth. 


Impacts Related to Construction of the WSX Alternative 
Impact BIO-6—Temporary disturbance of ruderal forb-grassland. 


WSX Alternative. Construction of the WSX Alternative would result in the temporary disturbance 
of a total of approximately 37.8 acres of ruderal forb-grassland (non-native annual grassland) habitat 
throughout the WSX Alternative corridor. Mitigation Measures H-9 (Ensure implementation of 
NPDES permit conditions) and H-10(a) (Implement water quality control measures to prevent release 
of sediment) (described in Section 4.5, Hydrology), as well as the following mitigation measures, 
would be implemented to avoid or minimize the impact. 


Mitigation Measure BIO-6(a)— Minimize and avoid forb-grassland habitat. The 
following minimization and avoidance measures will be implemented to ensure pre- 
project conditions are restored in areas where ruderal forb-grassland habitat is 
temporarily disturbed. 
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m Remove as little vegetation as possible. 


m Replace topsoil and replant the 37.8 acres of grassland habitat, using a mixture of 
native perennial and annual grasses and forbs. 


m= Minimize construction activities in sensitive habitat areas. 


Mitigation Measure BIO-6(b)—Minimize erosion of stockpiled soil. During 
construction, measures necessary to prevent erosion and pollution from the excavated and 
stockpiled soil, such as the use of geotextiles, will be implemented. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no temporary disturbance of 
ruderal-forb grassland. 


Impact BIO-7—Potential for introduction or spread of noxious weeds. 


WSX Alternative. Construction activities have the potential to introduce or spread noxious weeds in 
currently uninfested areas. However, the WSX Alternative corridor is highly disturbed and 
urbanized, and is dominated by ruderal forb-grassland that already supports a relatively high 
proportion of exotic plants and noxious weeds. Because of the dominance of this habitat and the 
WSX Alternative corridor’s urban setting, the potential for noxious weeds introduced or spread from 
active construction areas to affect wildlands is low, and this impact is considered minimal. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no project-related introduction or 
spread of noxious weeds. 


Impact BIO-8—Temporary disturbance of habitat for Western Burrowing Owl. 


WSX Alternative. As described in Impact BIO-3 above, Western Burrowing Owls (a state species 
of special concern and federal species of concern) are known to use the Warm Springs Station site, 
and suitable habitat also occurs elsewhere in the WSX Alternative corridor. Further, owls could 
colonize currently unoccupied habitat in the project corridor before construction begins. 
Construction of the WSX Alternative has the potential to result in temporary disturbance of up to 
37.8 acres of habitat suitable for Western Burrowing Owls. Disturbance or mortality of Western 
Burrowing Owls would be an adverse impact. The following mitigation measure would avoid or 
minimize this impact. 


Mitigation Measure BIO-8—Conduct preconstruction surveys for nesting and 
wintering Burrowing Owls, and implement measures to avoid or minimize impacts 
if owls are present. If construction activities are scheduled to occur during the breeding 
season (approximately February 1—August 31), BART, in consultation with CDFG, will 
retain a qualified biologist to conduct a preconstruction survey within | to 2 weeks of the 
onset of construction activities. If active Western Burrowing Owl nests are found, 
biologists will establish a 250-foot buffer zone around the active burrow(s). The buffer 
zone(s) will be delineated with highly visible temporary construction fencing. No 
construction activities will occur until a qualified biologist has determined that the young 
have fledged. 


Preconstruction surveys will also be conducted if activities are scheduled to occur during 
the non-breeding season (September 1—January 31). If Western Burrowing Owls are 
found, BART will either implement avoidance measures or will passively relocate the 
owls. Avoidance will involve establishing a 160-foot no-disturbance buffer zone that 
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will be delineated with highly visible temporary construction fencing. Passive relocation 
will involve installation of one-way doors in the entrances of all burrows in areas where 
construction is slated to occur. One-way doors will be installed at least 48 hours before 
construction begins, and will be monitored for 1 week. Following the monitoring period, 
the burrows will be excavated to prevent reoccupation by owls. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no project-related disturbance of 
Burrowing Owl habitat. 


Impact BIO-9—Temporary noise disturbance of nesting common and special-status raptors. 


WSX Alternative. The WSX Alternative corridor contains potential nesting habitat for non-listed 
special-status raptors and for common raptor species protected under Section 3503.5 of the Code (see 
4.7.3, Regulatory Setting). Disturbance related to human activity and construction noise could cause 
nest abandonment and death of young or loss of reproductive potential at active nest sites. Common 
raptor species are widespread in the East Bay region, and localized disturbance of nesting individuals 
is not expected to present a threat to the species’ persistence in the area. However, disturbance of 
nesting special-status raptors would constitute an adverse impact. The following mitigation measure 
would avoid or minimize the impact. 


Mitigation Measure BIO-9—Conduct a preconstruction survey for nesting raptors, 
and implement measures to avoid or minimize impacts if nesting special-status 
raptors are present. No mitigation is required if construction occurs during the non- 
breeding season (August 16—February 28). However, if construction activities occur 
between March | and August 15, BART will retain a qualified biologist to conduct a 
preconstruction survey for special-status raptor species in the WSX Alternative corridor, 
including contractor laydown areas. The survey, which will be conducted during the 
calendar year in which the activity is slated to begin, will determine whether nesting 
special-status birds of prey would be affected. The results of the survey will be 
considered valid only for the season in which the survey was conducted; if phased 
construction is planned, an additional survey or surveys may be required. 


If the survey does not identify any nesting special-status raptor species in the area 
potentially affected by the proposed activity, no further mitigation is required. 


If nesting special-status raptors are found during a preconstruction survey, the biologist 
will identify and establish a buffer area around each active raptor nest. No construction 
activities will take place inside the buffer area until the biologist has determined that the 
young have fledged or the parents are no longer attempting to nest. The size of the buffer 
area will be determined in consultation with CDFG, based on site conditions. Examples 
of approved buffers include the following. 


m Northern Harrier — minimum 200-foot radius around active nest. 
= Cooper’s Hawk — minimum 500-foot radius around active nest. 


mw White-tailed Kite — minimum of 500-foot radius around active nest. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no project-related noise 
disturbance of raptors. 
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Impact BIO-10—Temporary disturbance of nesting habitat for special-status raptors. 


WSX Alternative. Construction of the WSX Alternative would result in the temporary disturbance 
of 4.7 acres of riparian forest habitat adjacent to Tule Pond South, Lake Elizabeth and on both sides 
of Mission Creek (see Section 4.6, Wetlands) and a total of 37.8 acres of ruderal forb-grassland 
habitat throughout the WSX Alternative corridor, both of which represent potential nesting habitat 
for a variety of special-status raptors. The temporary loss of potential nesting habitat for special- 
status raptors is considered a negligible impact because disturbed habitats would return to pre-project 
conditions following construction, and similar habitat of equivalent or greater value is abundant in 
the East Bay region. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no construction-related temporary 
disturbance of raptor nesting habitat. 


Impact BIO-11—Temporary disturbance of nesting swallows. 


WSX Alternative. Construction of the WSX Alternative could disturb nesting swallows. As 
discussed in Existing Conditions above, Tree Swallow nests have been observed in riparian habitat 
south of Lake Elizabeth, and the two railroad bridges in the WSX Alternative corridor offer potential 
nesting habitat for Cliff Swallows and Barn Swallows, although no swallows have been observed 
nesting at either of these locations. Swallows are not considered special-status species, but their 
occupied nests and eggs are protected by federal and state laws, including the MBTA and the Code 
(see 4.7.3, Regulatory Setting, above). Impacts on nesting swallows are considered to occur if the 
action has the potential to affect the viability of local populations. Disturbance of nesting swallows 
in the WSX Alternative corridor is considered an adverse impact because the species potentially 
affected are colonial nesters, and entire breeding populations could be affected. The following 
mitigation measure and Mitigation Measure WL-6(a) (described in Section 4.6, Wetlands) would 
avoid or minimize impacts on nesting swallows. 


Mitigation MeasureBIO-11—Avoid construction during swallow nesting season or 
remove empty nests and prevent new nesting. No mitigation is required if construction 
in potential swallow nesting habitat occurs entirely outside the swallow nesting season 
(March 1—August 1). However, if construction activities occur in potential swallow 
nesting habitat during the nesting season, BART will retain a qualified wildlife biologist 
to inspect known and potential nest sites during the non-breeding season (September 1— 
February 28). Abandoned nests will be removed. If swallows begin constructing new 
nests during the breeding season, a qualified wildlife biologist will remove the nests 
before nesting swallows complete nest construction. Construction in nesting swallow 
habitat will not begin before September 1, or until after USFWS issues appropriate 
removal permits. 


Mitigation Measure WL-6(a)—Minimize disturbance of riparian habitats. This 
mitigation measure is described in Section 4.6, Wetlands. In this case, this mitigation 
measure applies specifically to impacts on nesting Tree Swallows because this species 
typically nests in riparian habitat. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no construction-related temporary 
disturbance of nesting swallows. 
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Impact BIO-12—Disturbance or loss of wetlands and upland habitat identified as potential habitat for 
California red-legged frog. 


WSX Alternative. Potential habitat for California red-legged frog was identified within and 
adjacent to the project corridor at South Tule Pond and near New Marsh. Placement of fill material 
within South Tule Pond and adjacent uplands to create an embankment to support the WSX 
alignment would result in the permanent loss of 2.1 areas of California red-legged frog habitat. 
Excavation within the remaining portion of South Tule Pond to increase stormwater capacity and 
creation of a new detention basin adjacent to South Tule Pond would result in an additional 3.1 acres 
of temporary impacts to California red-legged frog habitat. Temporarily disturbed areas would be 
restored to pre-project conditions or, in the case of the new detention basin, would be planted with 
species presently growing within South Tule Pond. 


Within Fremont Central Park, potential California red-legged frog breeding habitat at New Marsh 
would be avoided. Construction of permanent facilities (i.e., two parking lots and a basketball court) 
would result in the removal of 1.3 acres of suitable upland habitat for California red-legged frog. 
Creation and operation of a contractor laydown area and cut-and-cover construction of the subway 
segment of the WSX would result in the temporary disturbance of another 17.4 acres of upland 
habitat. 


Equipment staging, traffic (construction vehicles and other vehicles) moving along the construction 
easement, and construction personnel working in potential California red-legged frog habitat at South 
Tule Pond and near New Marsh could kill or injure California red-legged frogs. This is considered 
an adverse impact. 


BART has prepared a California red-legged frog site assessment for the WSX Alternative (Appendix 
C) and has participated in formal consultation with USFWS for potential construction-related 
impacts on California red-legged frogs. USFWS issued a biological opinion for the proposed project 
on March 21, 2006. The biological opinion determined that the WSX Alternative may affect, but is 
not likely to adversely affect California red-legged frogs. The biological opinion will be submitted to 
the Corps in accordance with the 404 permitting process. The biological opinion includes the 
following avoidance, minimization, and compensation measures to ensure that construction of the 
WSX Alternative does not result in adverse impacts on California red-legged frogs. 


Mitigation Measure BIO-12(a)—Implement measures to avoid, minimize, and 
compensate for disturbance of California red-legged frog and California tiger 
salamander habitat at South Tule Pond and New Marsh. Implementation of the 
following avoidance, minimization, and compensation measures prior to, during, and 
after construction will ensure that construction of the WSX Alternative does not 
adversely affect California red-legged frogs and California tiger salamander. 


mw A pre-construction survey will be conducted immediately preceding any construction 
activity (including grading or equipment staging) that occurs in red-legged frog or 
tiger salamander habitat or an activity that may result in take of these species. A 
qualified biologist approved by USFWS will carefully search all obvious potential 
hiding spots for red-legged frogs or tiger salamanders, such as large downed woody 
debris, the perimeter of pond or wetland habitat, and the riparian corridor associated 
with streams and drainages. Any red-legged frog or tiger salamander found will be 
captured and held for the minimum amount of time necessary to release them in 
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suitable habitat outside of the work area. Suitable release sites will be approved by 
the USFWS prior to the start of construction activities. 


m Prior to the start of construction, a qualified biologist approved by USFWS will train 
all construction personnel regarding habitat sensitivity, identification of special status 
species, and required practices before the start of construction. The training will 
include the general measures that are being implemented to conserve these species as 
they relate to the project, the penalties for non-compliance, and the boundaries of the 
project area. If new construction personnel are added to the project, the contractor 
will ensure that the personnel receive the mandatory training before starting work. A 
fact sheet or other supporting materials containing this information will be prepared 
and distributed to all construction personnel. Upon completion of training, 
construction personnel will sign a form stating that they attended the training and 
understand all the conservation and protection measures. Training will be conducted 
and information sheets prepared in languages other than English, as appropriate. 


m= Inthe South Tule Pond work area, ground-disturbing construction activities will be 
limited to the period from May | through October 31. 


= Because dusk and dawn are often the times when red-legged frogs are most actively 
foraging and dispersing, all construction activities in the South Tule Pond work area 
will cease one-half hour before sunset and will not begin prior to one-half hour before 
sunrise. 


m Permanent and temporary construction disturbances and other types of project-related 
disturbance to red-legged frog or tiger salamander habitat will be minimized to the 
maximum extent practicable and confined to the designated work area as shown on 
Figures 4.7-3 and 4.7-4 and identified on the construction plans. To minimize 
temporary disturbances, all project-related vehicle traffic will be restricted to 
established roads, construction work areas, and other designated areas. At no time 
will equipment or construction personnel be allowed to adversely affect areas outside 
the designated work area without authorization from the USFWS. These work areas 
should be included in preconstruction surveys and, to the maximum extent possible, 
should be established in locations disturbed by previous activities to prevent further 
adverse effects. 


= In Fremont Central Park, the work area will begin 200 feet from the edge of New 
Marsh (potential red-legged frog or tiger salamander breeding habitat), thereby 
creating a 200-foot no-disturbance buffer zone around New Marsh. Prior to the start 
of construction including grading and equipment staging, the contractor (working 
with the USFWS-approved biologist) will install suitable tiger salamander and red- 
legged frog exclusion fencing between the New Marsh 200-foot no-disturbance 
buffer and the work area. The extent of the exclusion fencing will be identified on 
the construction plans as an environmentally sensitive habitat area. Exclusion 
fencing will be a minimum of 36 inches high and constructed of either Dupont vexar 
plastic sheeting (14 x 6 mm mesh) or plywood buried at least 4 inches underground. 
Exclusion fencing will be maintained throughout the entire construction period. 
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South Tule Pond Permanent and Temporary 
Construction Disturbance 
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Figure 4.7-4 
Fremont Central Park Permanent and Temporary 
BART Warm Springs Extension Construction Disturbance 
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# A biologist approved by USFWS will monitor all ground-disturbing construction 
activity within suitable habitat. After ground-disturbing activities are complete, the 
USFWS-approved biologist will train an individual to act as the on-site construction 
monitor. The construction monitor will have attended the training described 
previously in this mitigation measure (see second bulleted item). Both the USFWS- 
approved biologist and the construction monitor will have the authority to stop and/or 
redirect project activities to ensure protection of resources and compliance with all 
environmental permits and conditions of the project. The USFWS-approved biologist 
and construction monitor will complete a daily log summarizing activities and 
environmental compliance. 


# A biologist approved by USFWS will oversee the implementation of all the Terms 
and Conditions in the biological opinion, and will have the authority to stop project 
activities if any of the requirements associated with the Terms and Conditions are not 
being fulfilled. If the biologist has requested a stop work due to take of any of the 
listed species, the USFWS and the California Department of Fish and Game will be 
notified within one (1) working day via email or telephone. 


m Ifared-legged frog or tiger salamander is encountered during project construction, all 
construction activities in the immediate area will cease until the animal is removed 
and relocated by a USFWS-approved biologist to suitable habitat outside the work 
area (see first bulleted item associated with this mitigation measure). 


m= Ifan injured or dead red-legged frog or tiger salamander (including adults, tadpoles, 
and eggs) is found during project construction, USFWS will be notified within one 
(1) working day. Injured red-legged frogs or tiger salamanders shall be cared for by a 
licensed veterinarian or other qualified person. Notification of the injured or dead 
animal must include the date, time, and location of the incident or finding of a dead 
animal clearly indicated on a USGS 7.5-minute quadrangle and other maps at a finer 
scale, and any other pertinent information. This information will be provided to the 
following individuals: Chris Nagano, Deputy Assistant Field Supervisor, Endangered 
Species Program at the Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office at (916-414-6648); Scott 
Heard, Resident Agent-in-Charge of the USFWS’s Law Enforcement Division (916- 
414-6660); and Ron Schlorff, Department of Fish and Game at 1416 9th Street, 
Sacramento, California 95814 (916-654-4262). 


m Any person capturing or handling tiger salamanders or red-legged frogs will be a 
qualified biologist approved by the USFWS (USFWS-approved biologist). A 
qualified biologist means any person who has completed at least four years of 
university training in wildlife biology or a related science and/or has demonstrated 
field experience in the identification and life history of the tiger salamander or red- 
legged frog. Resumes of all biologists proposed to capture or handle red-legged frogs 
and tiger salamanders will be submitted to the USFWS no later than 30 days prior to 
the start of construction for approval. 


m= Nets or bare hands may be used to capture tiger salamanders or red-legged frogs. 
USFWS-approved biologists will not use soaps, oils, creams, lotions, repellents, or 
solvents of any sort on their hands within two hours before and during periods when 
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they are capturing and relocating red-legged frogs or tiger salamanders. To avoid 
transferring disease or pathogens between aquatic habitats during the course of 
surveys or handling of red-legged frogs or tiger salamanders, USFWS-approved 
biologists will follow the Declining Amphibian Populations Task Force’s “Code of 
Practice.” USFWS-approved biologists will limit the duration of handling and 
captivity of red-legged frogs or tiger salamanders. While in captivity, individuals of 
these species will be kept in a cool, moist, aerated environment, such as a bucket 
containing a damp sponge. Containers used for holding or transporting adults of 
these species will not contain any standing water. 


m All vehicle parking will be restricted to previously determined areas or existing roads. 
Necessary vehicles belonging to the biological monitors and construction supervisors 
will be parked at the nearest point on existing access roads. 


m Rodent control will be permitted only in developed portions of the project area. 
Rodent control will not be implemented in any of the open space areas. The method 
of rodent control will comply with the methods of rodent control discussed in the 4(d) 
rule published in the final listing rule for the tiger salamander (FR 69:47212-47248). 


mw Tightly woven fiber netting or similar material will be used for erosion control or 
other purposes at the project site to ensure that the red-legged frog and/or the tiger 
salamander do not get trapped. This limitation will be communicated to the 
contractor through use of Special Provisions included in the bid solicitation package. 
Coconut coir matting is an acceptable erosion control material. No plastic mono- 
filament matting will be used for erosion control. 


=m A representative will be appointed by BART to serve as the contact/resource for any 
employee or contractor who might inadvertently kill or injure a red-legged frog or 
tiger salamander or who finds a dead, injured or entrapped individual. The 
representative will be identified during the employee education program. The 
representative’s name and telephone number will be provided to the USFWS prior to 
the initiation of ground disturbance activities. 


= Nocanine or feline pets or firearms (except for Federal, State, or local law 
enforcement officers and security personnel) will be permitted in the work area to 
avoid harassment, killing, or injuring of tiger salamanders or red-legged frogs. 
Because the work area occurs in a park/residential setting, canine or feline pets may 
be present in the vicinity of the work area. 


ms A litter control program will be instituted at the project site. All construction 
personnel will ensure that their food scraps, paper wrappers, food containers, cans, 
bottles, and other trash from the project area are deposited in covered or closed trash 
containers. The trash containers will be removed from the project area at the end of 
each working day. 


= BART will notify USFWS when project construction in red-legged frog and tiger 
salamander habitat at South Tule Pond and New Marsh is complete. A written report 
will be submitted to USFWS, containing, at minimum, the following information: (1) 
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a brief summary of the project actions, construction methods and materials used to 
minimize effects to red-legged frog and tiger salamander habitat; (2) the number of 
red-legged frog and tiger salamanders (including adults, tadpoles, and eggs) relocated 
from the construction area and a brief description of their condition (i.e., healthy, 
lethargic, stunned, noticeable injuries, deformed, etc.); (3) a summary of all red- 
legged frog or tiger salamander injured or killed; (4) any problems that occurred that 
might have prevented compliance with the above measures; and (5) methods to avoid 
these problems in the future. 


= BART will include Special Provisions that include the above listed avoidance and 
minimization measures in the solicitation for bid information when applicable. In 
addition, BART will educate and inform contractors involved in the project as to the 
requirements of the biological opinion. 


Mitigation Measure BIO-12(b). Compensate for permanent and temporary impacts 
to California red-legged frog and California tiger salamander habitat at South Tule 
Pond and Fremont Central Park. BART will compensate for the permanent and 
temporary effects on aquatic and upland habitat for red-legged frog at South Tule Pond 
and Fremont Central Park and permanent and temporary effects on upland habitat for 
tiger salamander at Fremont Central Park by preserving suitable aquatic and upland 
habitat at the Ohlone Preserve Conservation Bank in Alameda County (Ohlone Bank). 
For purposes of compensation, aquatic habitat and upland habitat will be analyzed 
together. Permanent effects on habitat will be compensated at a ratio of 3:1 
(replacement:lost) and temporary effects at a ratio of 1.1:1 (1.0 acre will be restored 
onsite to pre-project conditions and 0.1 acre will be preserved at the Ohlone Bank). 
Acreages of habitat affected and compensation land to be preserved or restored are 
summarized below in Table 4.7-7. Based on these estimates, BART will preserve 12.2 
acres of suitable habitat at the Ohlone Bank (6.6 acres of red-legged frog habitat and 5.6 
acres of combined tiger salamander and red-legged frog habitat). BART will provide a 
letter of intent to purchase conservation credits at the Ohlone Bank within 60 days from 
after issuance of the biological opinion for the proposed action, and BART will purchase 
conservation credits at the Ohlone Bank within 6 months of the issuance of the biological 
opinion. 


Mitigation Measure BIO-12(c). Biological Monitoring. Mitigation Measure BIO- 
12(c). Biological Monitoring. The following monitoring measures will be implemented: 


= Biological monitors will be selected by and report directly to the BART Project 
Manager (PM). Biological monitors will work in close coordination with BART's 
Construction Management Oversight (CMO) consultants, who will have day-to-day 
oversight responsibility for the contractor's activities in the field. At no time will the 
biological monitors be responsible to or come under the authority of the contractor in 
the performance of their duties. Biological monitors shall have the authority, through 
the PM and/or CMO, to stop or re-direct project activities to ensure protection of 
resources and compliance with all environmental permits and conditions of the 
project. 
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m Primary lines of communication will be between the monitor(s) and the PM. The PM 
will be responsible for environmental compliance and reporting. The PM will take the 
lead in addressing any non-compliance issues. If there is a non-compliance issue, the 
PM will notify the appropriate agencies. 


= Monitors will be kept informed of construction activities by the PM and CMO. 
Monitors will participate in daily briefings of activities and be in constant 
communication with the PM and CMO by radio or cell phone. Monitors will file a 
daily written log. 


= Biological monitors will provide the PM with regular reports of monitoring activities, 
which shall be compiled and reviewed on at least a quarterly basis, or more 
frequently if necessary, depending on construction activity. The reports will be made 
available to interested agencies such as FTA, FTA’s project management oversight 
consultant, USFWS, CDFG, and any other agency that requests copies. As with the 
written environmental reports, BART will conduct environmental coordination 
meetings with reviewing agencies on a quarterly basis, or more frequently, if 
necessary. 


= Sensitive habitat areas will be clearly delineated in the field from contractor work 
areas by exclusion fencing. As required under conditions of the Biological Opinion, 
the contractor will remain within the contractor work areas that are illustrated on 
Figures 4.7-3 and 4.7-4 of the FEIS 


= BART will include financial penalties for noncompliance with biological mitigation 
measures in the contract documents as an incentive to avoid sensitive habitat areas. 


Table 4.7-7: Estimated Effects on Tiger Salamander and Red-Legged Frog Habitat and 
Proposed Compensation 


Tiger Red-legged Acres Mitigation Onsite Acres 
salamander _ frog Affected Ratio Restoration Preserved 
South Tule Pond 
Permanent x 2.1 3:1 0 6.3 
Effects 
Temporary x 3.1 1.1:1 3.1 0.3 
Effects 


Fremont Central Park 


Permanent X xX 13 3:1 0 3.9 
Effects 


Temporary X x 17.4 1.1:1 17.4 1.7 
Effects 


Total 23.9 20.5 12.2 
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Impact BIO-13—Permanent and Temporary disturbance of potential California tiger salamander 
upland estivation habitat. 


New Marsh provides potential breeding habitat for California tiger salamander, although no 
occurrences have been previously recorded (CNDDB 2004). New Marsh is perennial and contains 
known predators to California tiger salamander (i.e., bullfrogs and mosquito fish), reducing the 
potential for the marsh to support developing California tiger salamander larvae. While the WSX 
Alternative would not directly affect the breeding habitat at New Marsh, it would affect adjacent 
upland areas that could potentially be used by California tiger salamanders during the nonbreeding 
season. Construction of permanent facilities (i.e., two parking lots and a basketball court) will result 
in the removal of 1.3 acres of potential upland habitat for California tiger salamander. Creation and 
operation of a contractor laydown area and cut-and-cover construction of the subway segment of the 
WSX will result in the temporary disturbance of another 17.4 acres of upland habitat. Temporarily 
disturbed areas would be restored to pre-project conditions. 


Equipment staging, traffic (construction vehicles and other vehicles) moving along the construction 
easement, and construction personnel working in potential California tiger salamander upland habitat 
south of Washington Boulevard and near New Marsh could excavate or collapse burrows used by 
California tiger salamander, and construction equipment could kill or injure California tiger 
salamander. This is considered an adverse impact. BART and FTA have participated in formal 
consultation with USFWS for potential construction-related impacts on California tiger salamander. 
USFWS issued a biological opinion for the WSX Alternative on March 21, 2006. The biological 
opinion determined that the WSX Alternative may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect 
California tiger salamanders. Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-12 (consistent with the 
biological opinion) would ensure that California tiger salamanders are not adversely affected by 
construction of the WSX Alternative. 


Mitigation Measure BIO-12(a)—Implement measures to avoid, minimize, and 
compensate for disturbance of California red-legged frog and California tiger 
salamander habitat at South Tule Pond and New Marsh. This mitigation measure 
was described previously. 


Mitigation Measure BIO-12(b)—Compensate for permanent and temporary 
impacts to California red-legged frog and California tiger salamander habitat at 
South Tule Pond and Fremont Central Park (New Marsh). This mitigation measure 
was described previously. 


Mitigation Measure BIO-12(c)—Biological Monitoring. This mitigation measure was 
described previously. 


Impact BIO-14—Water quality degradation effects on fish in Mission Creek and Lake Elizabeth 
during construction. 


WSX Alternative. As discussed in Section 4.5, Hydrology, construction of the WSX Alternative 
would require site clearing, excavation, and grading. Exposed soils could be eroded and additional 
sediment discharged to water bodies in the vicinity of the WSX Alternative, including Mission Creek 
and Lake Elizabeth. Excessive sediment deposited in or near stream channels can degrade aquatic 
habitats and increased turbidity can increase fish mortality and reduce feeding opportunities for fish. 
Additionally, construction materials, such as concrete, sealants, oil, and paint, could adversely affect 
water quality if accidental spills occurred during project construction. Increased pollutant 
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concentrations could limit fish production, abundance, and distribution by reducing egg survival and 
causing direct mortality of fish or their prey. These effects also could potentially be carried 
downstream during storm events, contributing to increased turbidity, sedimentation, and pollutant 
concentrations in downstream habitats on Coyote Creek that support steelhead and Chinook salmon. 


BART would avoid and minimize the potential for sediment and pollutant effects by implementing 
Mitigation Measures H-9, H-10(a), and H-10(b). 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no water quality degradation 
effects on fish in Mission Creek and Lake Elizabeth. 


Impact BIO-15—Temporary loss of fish spawning and rearing habitat in Lake Elizabeth during 
construction. 


WSX Alternative. As discussed in Section 4.5, Hydrology, construction of the WSX Alternative 
would include the installation of a temporary cofferdam in Lake Elizabeth to accommodate the cut- 
and-cover construction operation. The presence of the cofferdam and associated dewatering of the 
eastern arm of the lake would temporarily reduce the surface area of the lake from 83 acres to 
approximately 67 acres, an 18% reduction in area. This reduction in surface area could adversely 
affect fish (e.g., bass, sunfish, catfish) in the lake by reducing the amount of spawning habitat and 
living space, thereby resulting in a temporary reduction in abundance of gamefish in the lake. The 
temporary reduction in lake surface area is expected to have a negligible effect on fish populations in 
the lake because the amount of the reduction in surface area is small relative to the total amount of 
habitat that will remain available to fish in the unaffected portion of the lake; fish stranded in the 
eastern arm of the lake will be rescued and relocated to the lake (see Mitigation Measure BIO-16 
below); and the isolation of the eastern arm of the lake would be would be temporary (1 year or less). 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no temporary loss of fish spawning 
and rearing habitat in Lake Elizabeth. 


Impact BIO-16—Potential for fish stranding leading to mortality during dewatering activities. 


WSX Alternative. As discussed in Section 4.5, Hydrology, construction of the WSX Alternative 
would include the installation of a temporary cofferdam in Lake Elizabeth to accommodate the cut- 
and-cover construction operation. A similar construction method would be used for cut-and-cover 
subway construction at Mission Creek and creek flow downstream would be maintained through 
temporary culverts or other means. The presence of the cofferdam and associated dewatering of the 
eastern arm of the lake and dewatering of the construction site on Mission Creek could result in fish 
stranding and mortality if stranded fish are not rescued before dewatering activities conclude. Fish 
mortality resulting from dewatering would be considered an adverse impact. Mitigation Measure 
BIO-16 would minimize this impact. 


Mitigation Measure BIO-16—Capture and relocate any stranded fish during 
dewatering activities. A CDFG-permitted biologist familiar with fish capture 
techniques will monitor dewatering activities in the isolated eastern arm of Lake 
Elizabeth and Mission Creek. The biologist should be experienced with fish capture, 
holding, and transfer techniques. The biologist will use seining, dip netting, or other 
appropriate techniques to capture stranded fish as dewatering is occurring. Pumps used 
to dewater areas should be appropriately screened to prevent fish entrainment. Flow in 
Mission Creek should be diverted around construction sites in increments (e.g., 25%, 
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50%, 75%, and 100%) if practicable to allow time for fish to escape dewatering sites. 
Downstream flow in Mission Creek will not be interrupted at any time (i.e., a live stream 
must be present in reaches downstream of dewatered segments at all times). Any rescued 
fish will be immediately placed into an aerated holding tank for subsequent release to 
Mission Creek or Lake Elizabeth, as appropriate. Monitoring will continue until all 
stranded fish are rescued and relocated and the dewatering is complete. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would create no potential for fish stranding 
leading to mortality during dewatering activities. 


Impacts Related to the Optional Irvington Station 


Some of the impacts and mitigation measures identified for the WSX Alternative would also apply to 
the optional Irvington Station. As appropriate, the discussion below refers the reader to the previous 
section, Jmpacts Related to Warm Springs Extension, for descriptions of those mitigation measures 
that apply to both the Warm Springs Extension and the optional Irvington Station. 


Impacts Related to Station Operation 
Impact BIO-17—Loss of ruderal forb-grassland habitat at optional Irvington Station site. 


WSX Alternative. Development of the optional Irvington Station would result in the permanent loss 
of 7.8 acres of ruderal forb-grassland (non-native annual grassland) habitat at the Irvington Station 
site. The loss of ruderal forb-grassland habitat represents a negligible impact because this habitat 
type is not a sensitive natural community, provides low-quality habitat for most species, and similar 
habitat of equivalent or greater quality is abundant in the East Bay region. Moreover, the loss of 7.8 
acres of ruderal forb-grassland is not expected to contribute to the destruction or deterioration of an 
individual, population, or habitat for special-status species. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no project-related loss of ruderal 
forb-grassland habitat at the Irvington Station site. 


Impact BIO-18—Removal of protected trees from Irvington Station site. 


WSX Alternative. Development of the optional Irvington Station has the potential to result in the 
loss of trees at the Irvington Station site that are protected by the Fremont Tree Preservation 
Ordinance. The number of protected trees that would be removed because of the Irvington Station 
option cannot be ascertained until designs are finalized, but, based on the results of the May—June 
2002 surveys, it is expected to be on the order of 20 to 30 trees, including California pepper trees 
(Schinus molle), red gums, walnuts (Juglans spp.), and palms (Phoenix sp.). Impacts on the palm 
trees, which are associated with the historic Gallegos Winery site, would occur with implementation 
of the city’s grade separations project. BART considers removal of any trees greater than 6 inches in 
diameter at 4.5 feet in height an impact. Mitigation Measures BIO-4a and BIO-4b will compensate 
for this impact. 


Mitigation Measure BIO-4(a)—Conduct a tree survey to assess tree resources 
affected by the WSX Alternative. This mitigation measure is described above. 


Mitigation Measure BIO-4(b)—Provide replacement trees for the removal of 
protected trees. This mitigation measure is described above. 
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No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no project-related removal of 
protected trees from the Irvington Station site, although protected palm trees would be removed by 
the city’s grade separations project. 


Impacts Related to Optional Irvington Station Construction 


Impact BIO-19—Temporary noise disturbance of common and special-status nesting raptors at 
optional Irvington Station site. 


WSX Alternative. Potential nesting habitat for non-listed special-status raptors and common raptor 
species protected under Section 3503.5 of the California Fish and Game (see 4.7.3, Regulatory 
Setting, above) occurs within and adjacent to the optional Irvington Station site. Disturbance related 
to human activity and construction noise could cause nest abandonment and death of young or loss of 
reproductive potential at active nest sites. Common raptors are widespread in the East Bay region, 
and localized disturbance of nesting is not expected to present a threat to the species’ persistence in 
the area. However, disturbance of nesting special-status raptors at the Irvington Station site 
constitutes an adverse impact. Mitigation Measure BIO-9 would avoid or minimize this impact. 


Mitigation Measure BIO-9—Conduct a preconstruction survey for nesting raptors, 
and implement measures to avoid or minimize impacts if nesting special-status 
raptors are present. This mitigation measure is described above. 
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Section 4.8 
Land Use and Planning 


4.8.1 Introduction 


This section describes existing land uses in the land use study area, evaluates the WSX Alternative’s 
consistency with relevant land use and planning documents and policies, and analyzes its potential 
effects on land use. 


4.8.2 Affected Environment 
4.8.2.1 Methodology for Assessment of Existing Conditions 


The area studied for this land use analysis includes the WSX Alternative corridor and adjacent areas. 
This is referred to as the land use study area. The EIS consultant team coordinated with staff from 
Fremont’s Departments of Planning, Economic Development, and Parks and Recreation, and 
conducted a series of reconnaissance surveys of existing land uses in the land use study area in May 
2002. The following sources were used to compile information on current Fremont General Plan 
policies, and zoning and existing land uses, plans, and policies in the land use study area. Other 
relevant plans and policies were also consulted. 


m The current Fremont General Plan (City of Fremont 1991, as amended). 

= The Fremont General Plan Atlas (City of Fremont 2002a). 

m The Fremont Zoning Atlas (City of Fremont 2002b). 

m The Fremont Housing Element 2001-2006 (City of Fremont 2001). 

= The Fremont Redevelopment Plan (City of Fremont 1998, as amended). 

m The Fremont Implementation Plan (City of Fremont 2003). 

= The BART Strategic Plan (San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 1999). 

= The BART System Expansion Policy (San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 2002). 


m The Metropolitan Transportation Commission 2001 Regional Transportation Plan for the San 
Francisco Bay Area (Metropolitan Transportation Commission 2001). 
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= The Countywide Transportation Plan (Alameda County Congestion Management 
Agency/Alameda County Management Agency Steering Committee for the I-880 Corridor Study 
2001). 


4.8.2.2 Existing Conditions 


Fremont is a the fourth largest city in the Bay Area, encompassing several communities that 
originated as separate and distinct towns in the 19th century, as well as newer residential, 
commercial, and industrial development. To address the unique resources and concerns associated 
with each part of Fremont, the city is divided into 10 planning areas: Baylands, Centerville, Central 
Area, Industrial, Irvington, Mission San Jose, Niles, Northern Plain, and Warm Springs (City of 
Fremont 1991, as amended) (Figure 4.8-1). Each planning area has a distinctive set of land use goals 
and policies outlined in the general plan. Overlaid on top of these planning areas are redevelopment 
plan areas, historic overlay areas, and specific plan study areas. 


The WSX Alternative alignment largely follows the existing Union Pacific (UP) freight train corridor 
through the center of Fremont, bisecting the Central Planning area and skirting the eastern edges of 
the Irvington and Industrial Planning Areas before reaching its southern terminus at the proposed 
Warm Springs Station site. The portion of the WSX Alternative alignment that traverses the 
Industrial Planning Area is within several thousand feet of the western edge of the Mission San Jose 
Planning Area, and the alignment’s southern terminus is similarly near the Warm Springs Planning 
Area. Consequently, the WSX Alternative has the potential to affect five of Fremont’s planning 
areas directly (Figure 4.8-2). 


Land uses adjacent to the WSX Alternative alignment range from open space to industrial 
development (Figure 4.8-3). The WSX Alternative would run along the city’s currently designated 
BART corridor. The following sections provide additional information on the range of existing land 
uses along and near the WSX Alternative alignment in each of the five planning areas that could be 
affected by the WSX Alternative, proceeding from north to south. 


Central Planning Area 


The Central Planning Area comprises three sub-areas: the Central Business District (CBD), Central 
Area Residential, and Industrial Area. As of the most recent (2000 Amendment) revision of the 
Fremont General Plan, the Central Planning Area supported an estimated 2.2 million square feet of 
office and medical space and 1.4 million square feet of retail space (City of Fremont 1991, as 
amended). Residential uses in the Central Planning Area include both single-family enclaves and 
higher density residential development ranging from 11 to 70 dwelling units per acre (City of 
Fremont 1991, as amended). A number of multi-family apartment complexes and condominiums are 
located near the WSX Alternative alignment, including the Fremont Villas, Red Hawk Ranch, and 
The Benton. The area also encompasses a few undeveloped parcels, including one located east of 
Stevenson Boulevard at Paseo Padre Parkway.' The Fremont Civic Center is located at the corner of 
Liberty and Capitol Avenue. The Alameda County Library and Police Building are located at Civic 
Center Drive and Stevenson Boulevard, immediately adjacent to Fremont Central Park. 


' Natural and semi-natural habitats such as ruderal habitat on undeveloped parcels, wetlands, and riparian corridors 
are discussed in detail in Section 4.6, Wetlands, and Section 4.7, Biological Resources; these resources are not 
addressed further in this chapter. 
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Within the Central Planning Area, from the existing Fremont BART Station south to Stevenson 
Boulevard, the WSX Alternative alignment is bordered primarily by residential land uses. Tule 
Pond, a natural sag” modified to serve as a flood detention basin, straddles Walnut Avenue adjacent 
to residential uses within the WSX Alternative alignment (see Section 4.5, Hydrology). South of 
Stevenson Boulevard, the WSX Alternative alignment runs beneath Fremont Central Park, including 
the northeastern arm of Lake Elizabeth (Figure 4.8-3). 


Fremont Central Park is located in the southeast portion of the Central Planning Area (Figure 4.8-2). 
Central Park has an area of 440 acres and is jointly owned by the City of Fremont and the Alameda 
County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (ACFCD). The park’s amenities now include 
Lake Elizabeth, a natural sag pond modified for recreational and flood detention use (see Section 4.5, 
Hydrology), a skate park, passive recreation areas, a golf course, a dog park, and ball fields and 
courts. Proposed future amenities include a cultural arts center and gymnasium (Rakley pers. 
comm.). 


The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s Hetch Hetchy aqueduct system runs east-west 
across the Central Planning Area, crossing the WSX Alternative alignment in the subsurface 
southeast of Lake Elizabeth to pass under Paseo Padre Parkway at Grimmer Boulevard (San 
Francisco Public Utilities Commission 2002). Additional information on the Hetch Hetchy pipelines 
is presented in Section 4.12 (Cultural Resources). 


The city has received at least two requests to rezone the industrial land east of Civic Center Drive 
and north of Stevenson Boulevard, which includes land adjacent to the reserved WSX Alternative 
corridor, for single-family residential development, but the land has not been rezoned. A proposal 
was made to redesignate a 19-acre parcel between the former SP and WP alignments and north of 
Paseo Padre Parkway from open space to residential use. A general plan amendment with a zoning 
request was required. The City issued a Notice of Preparation for the proposal in January 2002 and 
followed with a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) in October 2002. The City Planning 
Commission rejected the proposed rezoning and the EIR was not certified. A second application for 
a residential project on the site was made in August 2003. That application was deemed incomplete 
by the City of Fremont in October 2003, and the application has not moved forward. 


Mission San Jose Planning Area 


The Mission San Jose Planning Area encompasses a historic district centered around the old Spanish 
Mission, neighborhood retail development along arterial streets, and residential development 
dominated by single-family homes. (See Figures 4.8-2 and 4.8-3.) The portion of the Mission San 
Jose Planning Area bordering the WSX Alternative alignment consists of single-family residential 
development ranging from 4 to 10 dwelling units per acre (City of Fremont 1991, as amended). An 
affordable housing development of 100 units—60 affordable family housing units and 40 very low 
income senior units—is located in the area. Oroysom Village, the affordable housing development, 
is located at 43280 Bryant Terrace, and Avelina, the senior very low income development, is located 
at 221 Bryant Common. 


* Sag refers to a depression formed by surface deformation along an active fault trace. A sag pond forms when a sag 
is filled by runoff and/or groundwater to form a body of standing water. 
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Irvington Planning Area 


The Irvington Planning Area centers on a historic commercial core that includes a number of pre- 
1900 buildings interspersed with newer structures. The historic core area is surrounded by areas of 
primarily single-family residential development punctuated by multi-family development and retail 
uses. Older industrial uses are present along the historic railroad transportation corridor (City of 
Fremont 1991, as amended). Isolated residences are present among these industrial uses, primarily 
along Osgood Road between Washington Boulevard and Auto Mall Parkway. 


In the Irvington Planning Area, the WSX Alternative alignment is primarily located within the 
existing UP corridor, which incorporates a mixture of light industrial and open space designations 
along the length of the corridor. Designated land uses at the optional Irvington Station site include 
primarily light industrial, public facility, and a historic district overlay. The historic Gallegos Winery 
ruins are located in the northern portion of the optional Irvington Station site. Adjacent land uses 
also include residential, predominantly single-family residences consisting of 5 to 7 dwelling units 
per acre. An area of multi-family residential uses, consisting of 11 to 18 dwelling units per acre, 
exists directly adjacent to the alignment on the west between Tivoli Garden Terrace and Blacow 
Road. Light industrial uses border the west side of the alignment at Washington Boulevard. Further 
south, largely single-family residential uses border the west side of the alignment, with industrial and 
commercial lands to the east from Washington Boulevard southward (Figure 4.8-3). Figure 4.8-4 
shows existing land uses in the vicinity of the optional Irvington Station site. 


Industrial Planning Area 


As the name implies, the Industrial Planning Area is dominated by industrial uses, including 
warehouses and high technology (City of Fremont 1991, as amended). Some parcels remain 
undeveloped, and residential uses are also locally present, including a residential complex north of 
Mission Boulevard and isolated single-family residences associated with prior agricultural uses. 


The WSX Alternative alignment is primarily bordered by industrial and commercial uses from Auto 
Mall Parkway southward (Figure 4.8-3). The site of the proposed Warm Springs BART Station at 
the intersection of Grimmer Boulevard and Osgood Road/Warm Springs Boulevard is located within 
this planning area. A Warm Springs BART Station Specific Plan Study Area overlay designation 
also exists within the Industrial Planning Area. This general plan overlay designation identifies the 
general location of the proposed Warm Springs Station but does not set specific boundaries; specific 
boundaries would be defined as part of the planning process. 


The 34-acre Warm Springs BART Station site, which is owned by BART, is zoned general industrial 
and is currently leased as a model plane recreational facility and for recreational vehicle storage. The 
site is bounded by warehouses, office and commercial uses, equipment yards, and a single-family 
residence (Figure 4.8-5). The New United Motors Manufacturing, Inc. (NUMMI) plant is located 
across the train tracks on the west side of the proposed Warm Springs BART Station site, south of 
the intersection between Lopes Court and the former SP right-of-way. 


Warm Springs Planning Area 


The Warm Springs Planning Area includes commercial and primarily single-family residential uses. 
Its commercial center is located at the intersection of Mission Boulevard and Warm Springs 
Boulevard, with additional commercial uses scattered in surrounding residential neighborhoods. 
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Residential portions of the Warm Springs Planning Area are dominated by single-family housing 
located near the commercial center and to the south of the district on Warm Springs Boulevard. 
Housing density ranges from 3 to 7 dwelling units per acre, with some apartment and condominium 
development of up to 18 to 27 dwelling units per acre. Along Warm Springs Boulevard, residential 
uses on the east side of Warm Springs Boulevard within the Warm Springs Planning Area abut 
industrial uses on the west side of Warm Springs Boulevard in the adjacent Industrial Planning Area. 


4.8.3 Regulatory Setting 


The WSX Alternative falls within the regulatory and/or planning jurisdiction of several governmental 
agencies. The City of Fremont has primary responsibility for local land use and local transportation 
planning within the land use study area. The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), and 
Alameda County Congestion Management Agency (ACCMA) have regional planning 
responsibilities that include the land use study area. 


The following sections discuss relevant plans and policies of the FTA, City of Fremont, BART, 
MTC, and ACCMA. 


4.8.3.1 Sections 3 and 5 of the Urban Mass Transportation 
Act of 1964 


Sections 3 and 5 of the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964 (as amended) require that federally 
funded transit projects be consistent with official plans for the comprehensive development of an 
area, as well as with a community’s goals and objectives. To ensure compliance with this 
requirement, every environmental document should include maps showing existing and proposed 
future land uses of the area around an alternative. If an alternative is fully consistent with existing 
and proposed land uses and will not be the impetus for new development that would be inconsistent 
with policies or plans, no further analysis is required. If an alternative would not be compatible with 
surrounding land uses or would encourage land use and development inconsistent with local plans, 
goals and objectives, the expected impacts on the area and a discussion of alternative locations 
should be presented in the environmental document. In addition, the document should identify 
measures that would be used to mitigate any anticipated adverse impacts. 


4.8.3.2 City of Fremont General Plan 


Pursuant to Sections 65300-65403 of the California Government Code, the /remont General Plan 
(City of Fremont 1991, as amended) provides the foundation for land use decisions within Fremont 
city limits. It represents Fremont’s official policy for defining growth patterns, regulating future 
character and quality of development, articulating goals for the city’s housing and economic 
development, and identifying implementation measures that will move Fremont toward achievement 
of those goals. It also defines a vision for future land use and development that reflects on the unique 
character and history of each of Fremont’s 10 planning areas to meet the needs of future residents 
while preserving the historical and other unique qualities of each distinct community. 


The following sections describe the Fremont General Plan goals, objectives, and policies relevant to 
the BART extension land use study area; discuss current Fremont policies regarding future land use 
and development in the five planning areas potentially affected by the WSX Alternative alignment; 
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and summarize existing general plan land use designations and zoning of parcels relevant to the 
WSX Alternative alignment. 


General Plan Fundamental Goals 


The Fundamental Goals section of the Fremont General Plan represents the overall vision for 
Fremont’s future and is the foundation upon which the general plan was developed. With respect to 
the WSX Alternative, the most directly relevant Fundamental Goals reflecting the land use-transit 
nexus are Goals F-11 (Increased Transportation Alternatives and Reduced Dependency on the 
Automobile) and F-14 (Prominent Leadership Role in Regional Forums in Addressing the Regional 
Issues That Affect Fremont), presented below. The city’s partnership with regional agencies on the 
WSX Alternative is directly related to those Fundamental Goals from the Fremont General Plan. 


= Goal F-11: While the automobile will continue to be the dominant transportation mode for the 
foreseeable future, it is clear that over-dependence on the auto is not in the city’s best interest. 
The high environmental and monetary cost of maintaining this dependency is indisputable. 
Fossil fuels are a finite resource that should not be squandered. The City of Fremont should 
promote strategies to encourage less dependence on the auto. 


= Goal F-14: It is clear that all Bay Area cities are part of a highly integrated region. Decisions 
made by our immediate neighbors, as well as decisions made in San Francisco and San Jose, 
have substantial effects on Fremont’s future. Certain issues, such as regional transportation and 
air quality, can only be addressed in a cooperative manner. Today, more than ever, it is 
important for people to consider the regional effects of local decisions. Fremont must play a 
prominent role in the region.... We should continue to think regionally and act locally. 


General Plan Land Use Policies 


Listed below are the Fremont General Plan \and use policies most directly relevant to the WSX 
Alternative. 


= Policy LU 1.9: To achieve a variety of housing types, the City has designated locations where 
moderate and higher density development is appropriate. Criteria for the location of higher 
density housing include access to transit, proximity to commercial areas, proximity to a collector 
or arterial street, and as a transition use where maximum flexibility in site design is required. For 
those areas where higher densities are indicated on the General Plan Diagram, construction of 
housing at significantly lower densities than planned would not meet the City’s goals. The City 
therefore establishes a minimum required density of development for all medium and high- 
density residential uses. 


= Policy LU 2.6: Development of the Central Business District should be guided by a design and 
development plan, which identifies a limited core area for very high intensity development, and 
other sub-areas as necessary or appropriate. Projects within one-half mile of the BART Station 
should be high intensity, or be phased and designed so as to not preclude the long-term 
achievement of a high intensity core area. 


= Policy LU 2.8: Central Business District development shall provide safe, convenient and 
continuous pedestrian walkways linking building entrances to street sidewalks, crossings, and 
linking building entrances, activity centers and transit as illustrated in the Central Business 
District Central Area Conceptual Pedestrian Connection Plan. Esplanades shall be provided 
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where designated on the Plan. Elements of the system shall be provided in new projects or in 
existing projects when significant modifications are made in an existing development. 


= Policy LU 7.8: The Warm Springs BART Specific Plan Study Area, the Fremont Shores Study 
Area, the East and West Vargas Plateau/Sheridan Road Sub-Areas and the Centerville Specific 
Plan Study Area are also identified as “Study Areas.” For these areas, all proposed uses shall be 
reviewed for their potential to further or hinder the achievement of the goals of the study process. 
Uses that have no potential for significant conflict with any potential recommended land use 
recommendations of the study will be allowed under existing land use regulations until such time 
as the proposed study or specific plan is completed and new land use designations are adopted. 


Transportation Element 


The Transportation Element of the Fremont General Plan describes the city’s existing transportation 
system and addresses the city’s transportation needs. It acknowledges that automobile use, while 
providing unmatched mobility, comfort, and convenience, results in significant environmental and 
monetary costs. It also acknowledges BART’s plans to increase service to Fremont by adding two 
new Stations, one in Irvington and one in Warm Springs. 


Transportation Goal T 2 and T3, listed below, are directly relevant to the WSX Alternative. 


= Goal T 2: Convenient alternatives to the automobile to conserve energy, reduce congestion, 
improve air quality, and provide a variety of transportation choices to meet a variety of needs. 


Q Objective T2.2: Convenient and attractive rail service to serve Fremont residents, workers, 
and businesses as a viable alternative to the automobile. 


m Policy T2.2.1: Encourage the development of rail systems to serve Fremont residents, 
workers, and businesses. 


= Implementation 1: Actively support BART extension to the southern part of Fremont 
with stations in Irvington, Warm Springs, and South Fremont. 


= Goal T-3: Transportation Facilities and corridors that enhance the City’s historic, visual, and 
natural resources. 


Q Objective T 3.1: Transportation corridors that enhance community and City identity. 


m Policy T 3.1.2: Require transportation facilities that aesthetically complement their built 
and natural environment. 


= Implementation 1: Work with transportation providers like BART to develop station 
designs which complement the areas in which they are located. 


= Implementation 2: The BART extension shall be trenched, covered, and sound 
insulated under Central Park and shall be grade separated along with the existing railroad. 


= Implementation 3: Review proposed transportation facilities in relation to identified 
wetlands. Identify alternative alignments that would avoid disruption of wetlands and/or 
mitigations for wetlands disruption. 
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Policies Relevant to City of Fremont Planning Areas 


Table 4.8-1 and Figure 4.8-6 show current land use designations applicable to the WSX Alternative 
alignment. The following sections describe Fremont General Plan policies and trends regarding 
development in the five planning areas that encompass the WSX Alternative alignment. 


Table 4.8-1. Current Land Use Designations and Zoning Adjacent to WSX Alternative 


Alignment 


Location or Segment adjacent to 
Alignment 


General Plan Designation 


Zoning 


Fremont BART Station 


Walnut Avenue to Stevenson Boulevard 


Stevenson Boulevard to Hetch Hetchy 
Pump Station 


Hetch Hetchy Pump Station 
Paseo Padre Parkway to Union Street 
West side of track 


East side of track 


Union Street to Main Street 


Main Street to Washington Boulevard 


Washington Boulevard to Auto Mall 
Parkway 


West side of track 


East side of track 


Auto Mall Parkway to Grimmer Boulevard 


Grimmer Boulevard to North of Mission 


Boulevard 


Public Facility 


Medium to High Density 
Residential, Historic Resource 


Open Space, Institutional/Open 
Space, Historic Resource 


Public Facility 


Light Industrial 


Light Industrial, various 
residential 


Light Industrial, Historic 
Resource 


Commercial 


Low Density Residential, 
Commercial 


Light Industrial 


General Industrial 


Restricted Industrial, General 
Industrial, Public Facility 


P-F (Public Facility) 


R-G-9, R-G-12 (Garden 
Apartment Residential) 


O-S (Open Space and Institutional 
Open Space) 


P-F (Public Facility) 


I-L (Light Industrial) 
I-L (Light Industrial), P-84-12, P- 
79-1 (various residential) 


I-L (Light Industrial) 


C-G (General Commercial) 


R-G-29, R-1-6 (Garden Apartment 
Residential, Single Family 
Residential), C-C (Community 
Commercial) 


I-L (Light Industrial) 
G-I (General Industrial) 


I-R (Restricted Industrial), G-I 
(General Industrial), P-F (Public 
Facility) 


Sources: City of Fremont 1991, as amended; City of Fremont 2000; City of Fremont 2002a 


Central Planning Area 


The Central Planning Area comprises three distinct sub-areas: the Central Business District (CBD), 
Central Area Residential, and Industrial Area. Fremont Central Park is also located within the 


Central Planning Area. 
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Union City Station 


Fremont 
Station 


Existing BART alignment 
Proposed alignment 
Union Pacific alignment 
Proposed BART station 
Existing BART station 


Fremont Central Park 
Boundary 


Planning Areas 


Commercial (CBD) 
Residential 

GE Open space 
Keo] Public 


Source: Jones & Stokes 2002; City of Fremont 2002. 
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Central Business District 


The WSX Alternative alignment skirts the perimeter of the CBD. The CBD is bounded by Mission 
Boulevard and the existing BART alignment on the northeast, Mowry Avenue on the north, Fremont 
Boulevard on the west (extending to Argonaut Way at The Hub shopping center), and Stevenson 
Boulevard on the south. A wide variety of uses is currently allowed in the CBD, consistent with the 
city’s intention that it serve as a high-intensity, pedestrian-oriented office, medical, civic, 
entertainment, and business nucleus, with the highest intensity uses focused near BART’s existing 
Fremont Station. The CBD is also intended to provide a healthy retail center serving nearby offices 
and residences. The Fremont General Plan anticipates that some areas around the CBD’s core may 
be converted to high-intensity residential or mixed-use (commercial/residential) land uses (City of 
Fremont 1991, as amended). 


Central Area Residential 


Residential land uses of varying densities surround the CBD on all sides. Within the Central Area 
Residential sub-area, the general plan calls for the highest density residential areas to be located west 
of the existing Fremont BART Station and adjacent to the CBD. Lower density development is 
discouraged in areas proposed for high-density development (City of Fremont 1991, as amended). 


Industrial Area 


The Industrial Area portion of the Central Planning Area is located between the WSX Alternative 
alignment and Alameda Creek. Although the general plan states that the Industrial Area should be 
retained, it stipulates a light industrial character because of the area’s proximity to residential 
development and to groundwater recharge facilities serving Fremont. No new major industrial 
development is expected (City of Fremont 1991, as amended). The existing BART alignment from 
the Fremont Station north toward the Union City Station and the WSX Alternative alignment from 
the Fremont Station south to the optional Irvington Station are located within the Niles Cone 
Groundwater Basin, which extends from Mission Boulevard west through Newark. 


Alameda Creek watershed, which accounts for 15% of Alameda County’s water supply, recharges 
the aquifers of the Niles Cone Groundwater Basin. Sixteen wells are used to extract water from the 
groundwater basin. Together these wells are capable of producing up to 47.5 million gallons of 
water per day. This water is blended with Hetch Hetchy water before being delivered to customers. 
A dense pocket of aquifer recharge facilities is located in the Niles District of Fremont between 
Alvarado-Niles Road and Peralta Boulevard. This area is located east of the existing BART 
alignment, midway between the Union City and Fremont Stations. The aquifer recharge area would 
not be affected by the extension of the BART alignment south toward Warm Springs. 


The Fremont General Plan recommends development of a master plan for Fremont Central Park. To 
date, a master plan document has not been prepared, but a master plan map has been developed that 
illustrates existing park facilities (See Figures 4.9-3a and 4.9-3b in Section 4.9, Parks and 
Recreation). 


Mission San Jose Planning Area 


The general plan proposes development of a more detailed design and development plan for the 
Mission San Jose Planning Area’s historic Community Commercial Center. In the interim, the 
general plan recommends that development proposals be reviewed for consistency with the area’s 
historic character. The existing land use plan for the Mission San Jose Planning Area provides for no 


BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 4.8-9 
Volume 1 J&S 04071.04 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Section 4.8. Land Use and Planning 


significant changes, and seeks to maintain the area’s historic character (City of Fremont 1991, as 
amended). 


Irvington Planning Area 


Fremont intends to foster economic vitality and pedestrian-oriented commercial use within the 
Irvington Planning Area. A large portion of Irvington’s commercial center is designated as a 
redevelopment area, and the general plan calls for maintaining the boundaries of the Irvington 
Community Commercial Center in order to limit the spread of commercial uses and encourage 
revitalization of existing areas within the center (City of Fremont 1991, as amended). 


Figure 4.8-7 shows current land use designations for the vicinity of the optional Irvington Station. 
The general plan acknowledges the potential for significant change in the Irvington Planning Area if 
a BART station is developed at Washington Boulevard and Osgood Road, recommends that the land 
use plan for areas near the Irvington Station site be reviewed for compatibility with the station, and 
identifies the city as responsible for taking an active role in ensuring that the station is compatible 
with the character of the Irvington community (City of Fremont 1991, as amended). In keeping with 
general plan recommendations, the city has worked with the community to create the /rvington 
Concept Plan, which was adopted on January 25, 2005 and sets forth a vision for revitalization of the 
Irvington District. 


The concept plan outlines a long-range plan that contains the vision and goals for Irvington and 
provides steps that should be taken in order to accomplish those goals. Conceptual designs and 
illustrative site plans contained within the concept plan provide examples of how specific areas may 
be developed (Figure 4.8-8). 


As shown in Figure 4.8-7, the primary land use designation in the Concept Plan Area is community 
commercial. General plan policies for the community commercial land use designation that are 
relevant to development of the concept plan include the following. 


m The existing scale and character of community commercial parcel should be preserved with 
revitalization and development plans. 


m Buildings within a community commercial designated property are encouraged to be oriented 
towards sidewalks or public plazas and walkways, with retail encouraged at the ground level. 


= Local Economy Element Policy 3.5.2 encourages medium density commercial and office areas 
around the potential future Irvington BART Station. 


The concept plan seeks to support all of these policies by creating a more vibrant commercial core in 
Irvington and an intensification of land uses adjacent to the potential future BART station site. The 
concept plan outlines as its overall development concept that the district’s center at Five Corners be 
strengthened by building upon the historic character, commercial and residential opportunities, and 
potential for pedestrian-scale development. 


According to the concept plan, Bay Street and Main Street, linked by Five Corners and a short 
segment of Union Street, would become the primary pedestrian-oriented corridor in the district. The 
plan describes this corridor as becoming a distinctive commercial pedestrian amenity for the 
Irvington district that simultaneously emphasizes the potential BART station role as a neighborhood 
station augmented by regional patrons arriving by automobile, bus, shuttle, or other vehicular means 
via Osgood Road. The concept plan identifies the new BART station as an integrated, positive 
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influence on new commercial and housing development consistent with the overall vision for 
Irvington. Goal 11 of the concept plan is particularly relevant to the WSX Alternative: Integrate the 
potential future BART station and accompanying residential and commercial development into 
Irvington. 


As discussed below, it is BART’s policy to encourage transit-oriented development at and near 
station sites, which increases ridership and is compatible with local development plans. However, 
such projects must be developed through the City of Fremont’s planning process, with BART’s 
cooperation consistent with its policy. 


Industrial Planning Area 


The Industrial Planning Area is intended to conserve industrial-designated land for future industrial 
development, and to provide for various types of industrial development without conflicts between 
different types of industries. The land use plan for the Industrial Planning Area encourages the 
development of employment-generating uses in a “park” environment, and protects them from 
industries less concerned with amenities of this type. Additionally, the Industrial Planning Area 
provides for smaller-scale light industrial uses serving the local area near residential and commercial 
areas. 


The land use plan for the Industrial Planning Area discusses establishing a Warm Springs BART 
Specific Plan Study Area for consideration of more dense, compact mixed-use development to make 
optimal use of the access provided by a future BART station in this area. According to the general 
plan, conversion to residential uses is one possible option (City of Fremont 1991, as amended). 
Specifically, Policy LU 3.9 allows for the city to consider general plan amendments to convert 
industrial-designated land to alternative uses such as residential; the policy sets forth conformance 
criteria in considering potential general plan amendments. Figure 4.8-5 shows current land use 
designations for the proposed Warm Springs Station site and vicinity. 


In May 2002, the Fremont City Council directed city staff to include preparation of the Warm 
Springs BART Specific Plan in the Planning Division’s 2002—2003 Work Program. Preparation of a 
specific plan for transit-oriented development around the Warm Springs BART station is in keeping 
with Fremont General Plan Land Use Policy 7.8, which states: 


The Warm Springs BART Specific Plan Study Area [is] ... identified as [one of several] 
“Study Areas.” For these areas, all proposed uses shall be reviewed for their potential to 
further or hinder the achievement of the goals of the study process. Uses which have no 
potential for significant conflict with any potential recommended land use recommendations 
of the study will be allowed under existing land use regulations until such time as the 
proposed study or specific plan is completed and new land use designations are adopted. 


A consultant team was selected for the Warm Springs BART Specific Plan and potential land use 
scenarios have been developed. Following a City Council workshop and meetings with stakeholders, 
three scenarios for the Warm Springs Station area evolved: high-intensity residential use, 
office/commercial use, and mixed use. Preparation of the specific plan is underway. Any future 
development project within the specific plan area will be subject to appropriate environmental 
review. Therefore, any analysis of potential environmental effects would be highly speculative. The 
specific plan will be subject to appropriate environmental review by the city, as will any future 
development projects proposed for the area covered by the specific plan. 
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Warm Springs Planning Area 


Land uses in the Warm Springs Planning Area consist of residential and neighborhood-serving 
commercial. The commercial center consists of a shopping center complex and other commercial 
buildings at the intersection of Mission Boulevard and Warm Springs Boulevard. The land use plan 
for the Warm Springs Planning Area does not anticipate significant changes from those planned in 
the past. The most significant changes likely to affect the Warm Springs Planning Area would likely 
occur adjacent to it in other planning areas (City of Fremont 1991, as amended). 


According to the general plan, changes likely to occur adjacent to the planning area include those 
associated with the development of the Warm Springs BART Station at South Grimmer and Warm 
Springs Boulevards, and with the changes likely to occur in land use near the station. Because the 
BART station is located outside of the Warm Springs Planning Area, the general plan refers to it in 
the discussion of the Industrial Planning Area. As noted above in the discussion of the Industrial 
Planning Area, such potential effects would be assessed during the specific planning process for the 
station area when more specific information is known about opportunities for new planned uses. 


4.8.3.3 City of Fremont Zoning 


Zoning adjacent to the WSX Alternative alignment is dominated by open space and industrial 
designations. Table 4.8-1 shows current zoning for areas adjacent to the WSX Alternative alignment. 
From the existing Fremont Station south to Paseo Padre Parkway, areas adjacent to the WSX 
Alternative alignment are primarily zoned R-G-9 and R-G-12 (garden apartment residential), O-S 
(open space/institutional open space), and P-F (public facility). Between Paseo Padre Parkway and 
Washington Boulevard, adjacent zoning is dominated by various industrial designations, although P- 
84-12 and P-79-1 residential zoning is present east of the WSX Alternative alignment as far south as 
Union Street. South of Washington Boulevard, the area west of the WSX Alternative alignment is 
zoned R-G-29 (garden apartment residential), R-1-6 (single family residential), and C-C (community 
commercial) as far south as Auto Mall Parkway. East of the WSX Alternative alignment, and west 
of the WSX Alternative alignment from Auto Mall Parkway to the alignment’s southern terminus, 
zoning is industrial. 


4.8.3.4 BART Strategic Plan 


BART’s mission is to provide transit services that increase mobility and accessibility and help to 
preserve the Bay Area’s environment and quality of life (San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit 
District 1999). The BART Strategic Plan charts a course to successfully fulfilling this mission. To 
address land use and quality of life issues associated with the successful operation and expansion of 
BART, the strategic plan commits to working in partnerships with communities to integrate transit 
service with appropriate community development and efforts to improve transit access in 
surrounding areas to generate BART ridership. BART’s vision for enhancing transit ridership calls 
for development of transit-oriented communities to realize the full value of regional transit 
investments, while maximizing the livability of those communities. 


The following goals, objectives, and strategies in the BART Strategic Plan are directly relevant to the 
WSX Alternative (San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 1999). These goals, objectives, 
and strategies have been expanded by BART’s Board of Directors since the strategic plan was 
adopted in 1999, including directives for comprehensive ridership plans that address transit-oriented 
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land use and development, multi-modal access, and station capacity and functionality (San Francisco 
Bay Area Rapid Transit District 2000, 2002). 


Building Partnerships for Support 


= Goal 3: Residents of the Bay Area will value and take pride in BART as an integral part of their 
communities. 


Strategy: Create area and facilities in or immediately adjacent to our stations that serve as 
community gathering or exhibit places. 


Transit Travel Demand 


= Goal 1: BART will work to understand changing transit demand patterns and be prepared to 
respond to them, and BART will work proactively to influence travel demand trends in the region 
that support transit ridership. 


Q Objective: Increase transit ridership. 


Strategy: Track regional growth and activity patterns to identify existing and emerging markets. 
Strategy: Advocate those infrastructure investments that best support transit ridership. 


= Goal 3: BART will encourage and facilitate improved access to and from BART stations by all 
modes. 


Q Objective: Reduce percentages of single-occupied vehicles relative to access of all other 
modes. 


Strategy: Improve access via taxis, shuttles, buses, walking, bicycles, and other transit. 


Strategy: Work with local communities to promote transit oriented development, enhanced 
destinations, and multiple purpose stops. 


= Goal 4: BART will work to close gaps in regional rail services between major populations and 
employment centers and/or corridors. 


Q Objective: In conjunction with the development of MTC’s Regional Transportation Plan, 
identify key corridors such as Fremont-South Bay and establish partnerships among the 
respective key agencies and decision-makers to achieve consensus regarding rail service 
enhancement strategies. 


Strategy: Promote development by appropriate agencies of updated transit travel demand forecasts 
based on reasonable land use projections and network assumptions. 


Strategy: Work with other public agencies to close the gaps in regional transit service. 


Strategy: Identify transit-oriented nodes and corridors of future expansion, and outline a package of 
incremental future development: transit centers and transit-oriented development, busways, 
automated guideway transit and rail extensions. 
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Land Use and Quality of Life 


= Goal 1: In partnership with the communities it serves, BART’s properties will be used in ways 
that first maximize transit ridership and then balance transit-oriented development goals with 
community desires. 


Q Objective: Coordinate comprehensive planning and assessment of transit-oriented 
development at BART stations in concert with local communities. Develop and implement a 
support structure to ensure that all new development around BART stations be transit- 
oriented. Develop and implement a support structure to enable BART to advocate and 
educate for transit-oriented development near BART stations. 


Q Objective: Develop and implement a support structure to ensure that all new development 
around BART stations be transit-oriented. 


= Goal 2: In partnership with the communities BART serves, BART will promote transit ridership 
and enhance the quality of life by encouraging and supporting transit-oriented development 
within walking distance of BART stations. 

Q Objective: Coordinate comprehensive planning and assessment of transit-oriented 
development around BART stations in concert with local communities. Establish an 
approach for BART station area planning to connect with planning efforts in local 
communities adjacent to BART. 


Strategy: Establish coalitions with other transit providers to promote intermodal improvements at 
BART stations. 


Strategy: Improve communication regarding station area land use issues between BART and the 
communities through which BART runs. 


BART System Expansion Policy and Criteria 


On December 5, 2002, with the BART Strategic Plan policies as a foundation, the BART Board 
adopted System Expansion Criteria with a defined process and criteria for project advancement. The 
criteria consider ridership in the context of project cost, surrounding land use, good pedestrian and 
bicycle access, connections with other transit systems, effects on the existing BART system, and the 
degree of partnering and community support. 


The expansion criteria are designed to contend with the pressures of growth in the Bay Area and to 
address the dispersal of jobs and housing while reinvesting in BART and other transit systems to 
maximize service. BART, as a steward of public funding for transportation investments that enhance 
the Bay Area’s environment and quality of life, will utilize the adopted criteria to meet the following 
goals. 


m Enhance regional mobility, especially access to jobs. 

m Generate new ridership on a cost-effective basis. 

= Demonstrate a commitment to transit-supportive development. 
m Enhance multi-modal access to the BART system. 


= Develop projects in partnership with the communities that will be served. 
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= Implement and operate technology-appropriate service. 


= Ensure that all projects address the needs of the District’s residents. 


4.8.3.5 Metropolitan Transportation Commission Regional 
Transportation Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area 


The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) is the agency responsible for planning, 
coordinating, and financing transportation in the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area. Established 
by the State Legislature in 1970 under California Government Code Section 66500 et seq., MTC 
functions as both the regional transportation planning agency (a state designation) and as the region’s 
metropolitan planning organization (MPO) (a federal designation). In both of these capacities, MTC 
is responsible for developing a program of projects for the Regional Transit Expansion Policy 
(RTEP), and its companion investment program, the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), a master 
strategy for rail and bus transit expansion in the San Francisco Bay Region. 


It is the responsibility of MTC to review requests from local agencies for state and federal grants for 
transportation projects to evaluate their compatibility with the RTP (Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission 2001). Per MTC’s 2001 evaluation of proposed transit projects, BART to Warm 
Springs has been identified as a “Tier 1” project. On November 12, 2004, MTC released a Draft 
Regional Transportation Plan (also known as the 2030 Plan), which also includes the WSX 
Alternative. The Regional Transportation Plan was adopted by MTC on February 23, 2005. 


According to RTEP criteria for financial feasibility, priority is to be assigned to those projects of the 
original seven Tier 1 Resolution No.1876 projects that do not yet have a defined and secured 
financial agreement (MTC Resolution 3357, Attachment A, Criteria: Definitions and Measurements, 
December, 2001). RTEP Resolution 3357 also contains a number of performance criteria. 
Performance criteria relevant to the WSX Alternative include the following. 


m= Land Use: Evaluate potential system benefits accrued as a result of adjacent land uses along 
rail/bus corridors, based on year 2025 projected net residential and employment land use 
densities around planned stations or transit corridors. 


= Cost effectiveness: Evaluate “cost per new rider,” measured as dollars per new rider (shifting 
from auto to transit, not transit to auto). 


m System Connectivity: Assess the interconnected relationship of the transit expansion and the 
existing transit network, through measures of connections, service frequency, and gap closures. 


m System Access: Determine the ability of users to easily access the new extensions, based on 
number of modal access options. 


m Project Readiness: Prioritize projects that are able to proceed expeditiously to implementation, 
based on pre-construction activities completed or in progress as of December 2001. 


Each of the above performance criteria assign ratings of high, medium, or low to projects according 
to their relative perceived benefit. In addition to the evaluation criteria used to evaluate proposed 
projects, the RTP (Metropolitan Transportation Commission 2001) also contains the following goal 
and associated objectives directly relevant to the land use implications of the WSX Alternative. 


= Goal: Community Vitality - Promote vital and livable communities. 
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Q Objective: Foster new ideas for improving communities through transportation investments. 


Q Objective: Assist with efforts to plan and implement transit-oriented development projects. 


Alameda County Congestion Management Agency Countywide 
Transportation Plan 2001-2026 


ACCMA is charged with bringing together Alameda County’s multiple transportation systems and 
choices, including BART, in a shared vision. ACCMA’s Countywide Transportation Plan (Alameda 
County Congestion Management Agency 2001) captures this shared vision for the county’s long- 
term transportation needs and is intended to provide a blueprint for transportation improvement 
through the year 2026. 


The following “Guiding Principle” has been set forth by the ACCMA Steering Committee. 


Transportation investments must be made in conjunction with appropriate land use 
planning.... (Alameda County Congestion Management Agency 1995). 


Additionally, the following goal and associated objective of ACCMA’s Countywide Transportation 
Plan (Alameda County Congestion Management Agency 2001) are directly relevant to the WSX 
Alternative. 


= Goal: Transit access and transit use. 


Q Objective: a service-oriented transit system that provides frequent, convenient, and reliable 
service to the major activity centers in each of the county’s major transportation corridors. 


4.8.4 Environmental Consequences and Mitigation 
Measures 


4.8.4.1 Methodology for Analysis of Environmental 
Consequences 


This analysis focuses on potential project impacts on adjacent land uses, including long-term 
(operational) impacts and impacts related to construction traffic, noise, and dust, as well as 
consistency with relevant planning documents and goals. Effects of specific future transit-oriented 
development projects are not part of this analysis. The Warm Springs Specific Plan and /rvington 
Concept Plan have their own environmental review processes that will provide opportunities for 
public review and comment once impacts are assessed. Impacts on open space and natural habitats 
are addressed in Section 4.6, Wetlands, and Section 4.7, Biological Resources. Impacts related to the 
displacement of residents and to acquisition of property are addressed in Section 4.10, Population, 
Economics, and Housing. Impacts on archaeological and historical resources, including historic 
properties, are addressed in Section 4.12, Cultural Resources. 


Because existing and approved land uses vary along the WSX Alternative corridor, impacts were 
addressed segment by segment, corresponding to the segments of the WSX Alternative alignment 
described in Chapter 3, Alternatives Considered. 
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Under state law (Government Code section 53090 et seq.), BART is not required to comply with 
local land use plans, policies, and zoning ordinances. Therefore, were the WSX Alternative 
inconsistent with such local requirements, such inconsistency would not be determined to be an 
impact and mitigation would not be required. For purposes of NEPA review, BART nevertheless 
wishes to emphasize to the public and to local jurisdictions the extent to which the project is 
consistent with local plans, policies, and zoning ordinances. 


4.8.4.2 Alternative-Specific Environmental Analysis 


Impacts Related to Operation of the WSX Alternative 


Impact LU-1—Potential adverse effect on the efficiency, effectiveness, or productivity of 
adjacent land uses. 


WSX Alternative. In addressing the WSX Alternative’s impact on the efficiency, effectiveness, and 
productivity of adjacent uses, this analysis considered such factors as impacts on auto or pedestrian 
circulation patterns and access to properties; the ability to continue use of adjacent lands for their 
designated purpose; and overall compatibility of uses. Analysis of this impact is organized 
geographically, based on the WSX Alternative alignment segments identified in Chapter 3, 
Alternatives Considered. 


Fremont BART Station to Stevenson Boulevard (Central Planning Area) 

This northernmost segment of the WSX Alternative alignment, extending southward from the 
existing Fremont Station (BART’s current southern terminus), contains some sensitive land uses, 
including Tule Pond and adjacent residential uses.* Within the Tule Pond segment, the WSX 
Alternative would include an embankment approximately 20 feet high and 150 feet wide as the tracks 
extend south from the existing elevated BART station, as well as a grade-separated extension over 
Walnut Avenue. 


Alignment. The WSX Alternative would lower the street grade of Walnut Avenue by approximately 
1 foot to provide sufficient clearance under the proposed BART bridges. The extension over Walnut 
Avenue would be grade-separated to reduce rail/vehicle conflicts and increase the efficiency of area 
circulation patterns. Because of these features, the WSX Alternative would not result in any 
substantial adverse changes in site access or circulation along the Fremont BART Station—Stevenson 
Boulevard segment of the alignment, and would therefore have no substantial operational impacts on 
land uses in this vicinity. 


South of Tule Pond, the WSX Alternative alignment extends through an area bordered by multi- 
family residential uses along both sides. The WSX Alternative alignment would traverse the area via 
a raised embankment that would gradually descend southward to grade before entering first a 
retained-cut segment, and then a subway structure north of Stevenson Boulevard. This section of the 
WSX Alternative alignment was studied for effects associated with noise, vibration, and aesthetic 
effects on adjacent residential land uses. Noise and vibration effects are discussed in Section 4.13, 
and aesthetic effects are discussed in Section 4.11. 


The WSX Alternative would be located on currently undeveloped land that has been retained for the 
extension of the BART corridor, and it is consistent with approved plans for the BART extension in 


> See Sections 4.5, Hydrology, 4.6, Wetlands, and 4.7, Biological Resources. 
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this area. The WSX Alternative would not adversely affect the efficiency, effectiveness, or 
productivity of land use surrounding the Fremont BART Station—Stevenson Boulevard segment of 
the WSX Alternative alignment, nor would it substantially affect circulation patterns, preclude access 
to adjacent properties, or affect continued use of adjacent lands for their designated purpose over the 
long term. The WSX Alternative would be compatible with land uses adjacent to the Fremont BART 
Station—Stevenson Boulevard segment of the WSX Alternative alignment, and would not result in 
substantial adverse impacts on land use or planning in this area. 


Stevenson Boulevard to SP Railroad Right-of-Way (Fremont Central Park) (Central Planning Area 
From the north subway portal, the WSX Alternative would extend through a subway structure 
beneath Stevenson Boulevard and Fremont Central Park, including the northeastern arm of Lake 
Elizabeth. Operational impacts related to land use in this segment of the alignment would be 
minimal, because Stevenson Boulevard, Fremont Central Park, and Lake Elizabeth would be returned 
to their existing contours and all existing uses would be reinstated following construction. The only 
operational impacts within this segment would involve the permanent location of ventilation 
structures for the subway. 


There are two options for ventilating the subway: a single ventilation structure or two smaller 
ventilation structures. If the single-structure option were implemented (Option 1), the structure 
would be placed in Fremont Central Park approximately 125 feet south of the existing parking lot. If 
the two-structure option were implemented (Option 2), the first structure would be placed in a 
parking lot in Fremont Central Park and the second structure would be placed east of Lake Elizabeth 
near Mission Creek (see Figures 3-7e and 3-7f in Chapter 3, Alternatives Considered). The 
ventilation structures under either option would be primarily subterranean, but would include above- 
ground features consisting of a 10-foot-high wall and a paved parking area. Option | would cover an 
area approximately 50 to 70 feet wide and 300 feet long; Option 2 would cover two areas 
approximately 40 to 60 feet wide and 230 feet long each. The structures would not conflict with 
existing or planned recreational use in the area. Aesthetic impacts are discussed in Section 4.11. 
Existing recreational facilities would not be displaced, and given the size of Fremont Central Park 
(430 acres), the proposed ventilation structures would occupy a negligible percentage (approximately 
0.001%) of the park’s total area. (Visual impacts of the ventilation structures are discussed in 
Section 4.11, Aesthetics.) 


The WSX Alternative would not adversely affect the efficiency, effectiveness, or productivity of land 
use surrounding the Fremont Central Park segment of the WSX Alternative alignment, nor would it 
substantially affect circulation patterns, preclude access to adjacent properties, or affect continued 
use of adjacent lands for their designated purpose over the long term. The WSX Alternative would 
be compatible with land uses adjacent to the Fremont Central Park segment of the WSX Alternative 
alignment, and would not result in substantial adverse impacts on land use or planning in this area. 


SP Railroad Right-of-Way to Paseo Padre Parkway (Central Planning Area) 

South of Lake Elizabeth, the subway alignment would pass under the former SP tracks and emerge 
into an expansive open space area consisting of the former WP and SP rail corridors, immediately 
south of the Fremont Golf Course. The southern subway portal would be located approximately 

100 feet east of the former SP alignment in an undeveloped parcel. The WSX Alternative alignment 
would be located midway between the former SP and WP alignments within this open space portion 
of the corridor. The alignment would follow a retained cut for approximately 800 feet and then 
transition to grade. Paseo Padre Parkway will be lowered as part of the City of Fremont’s grade 
separations project, planned for completion prior to the WSX Alternative, permitting the WSX 
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Alternative alignment to cross over Paseo Padre Parkway on a bridge structure. This would improve 
access across the WSX Alternative corridor and reduce potential rail/vehicle conflicts. Additionally, 
as part of the WSX Alternative, a traction power substation would be constructed within the open 
space parcel near the south subway portal, and a gap breaker station and train control bungalow 
would be co-located approximately 200 feet north of Paseo Padre Parkway. An access road would 
also be constructed to these facilities from Paseo Padre Parkway. 


North of Paseo Padre Parkway, single-family residential land uses are located to the east of the WSX 
Alternative corridor beyond the former WP alignment, and Fremont Central Park is located to the 
west of the corridor beyond the former SP alignment. The new traction power substation would 
consist of a 12-foot-high structure, surrounded by a concrete block wall (approximately 188 feet by 
65 feet or 12,220 sf), and would be situated in an open field area south of the Fremont Golf Course. 
The combined gap breaker station and train control bungalow would consist of two approximately 
12-foot-high structures surrounded by a fence (approximately 156 feet by 54 feet or 8,424 sf), 
situated in an open field. These structures would be noticeable by users of the Fremont Golf Course 
and from nearby residential uses. Aesthetic impacts are discussed in Section 4.11. The structure(s) 
would not conflict with existing or planned use in the area. The SP Railroad—Paseo Padre Parkway 
segment of the WSX Alternative alignment is occupied by two railroad easements, and has been 
planned for the extension of the BART system. The WSX Alternative would not affect operations of 
the rail lines, as these lines will be reconfigured as part of the City of Fremont’s grade separations 
project. 


The WSX Alternative would not adversely affect the efficiency, effectiveness, or productivity of land 
use surrounding the SP Railroad—Paseo Padre Parkway segment of the WSX Alternative alignment, 
nor would it substantially affect circulation patterns, preclude access to adjacent properties, or affect 
continued use of adjacent lands for their designated purpose over the long term. The WSX 
Alternative would be compatible with land uses adjacent to the SP Railroad—Paseo Padre Parkway 
segment of the WSX Alternative alignment, and would not result in substantial adverse impacts on 
land use or planning in this area. 


Paseo Padre Parkway to Washington Boulevard (Irvington Planning Area) 

Between Paseo Padre Parkway and Washington Boulevard, the WSX Alternative alignment would 
shift to the east to follow the former WP alignment at grade within the linear open space corridor 
designated as light industrial. The majority of surrounding land uses east and west of this segment of 
the WSX Alternative alignment consist of medium-density residential uses, with a light industrial 
complex located to the west, and low-density single-family residential uses located to the east as the 
WSX Alternative corridor approaches Washington Boulevard. Washington Boulevard will be 
modified as part of the city’s grade separations project planned for completion before the WSX 
Alternative, and will extend over the WSX Alternative corridor. The WSX Alternative alignment 
extends through this area at grade. 


The Paseo Padre Parkway—Washington Boulevard segment of the WSX Alternative alignment would 
likely be associated with noise, vibration, and aesthetic effects on adjacent residential land uses, 
discussed in Sections 4.13, Noise and Vibration, and 4.11, Aesthetics. However, the WSX 
Alternative would extend through the area that has been planned for the extension of the BART 
corridor, and it is consistent with approved plans for the BART extension in this area. The WSX 
Alternative would not adversely affect the efficiency, effectiveness, or productivity of land use 
surrounding the Paseo Padre Parkway—Washington Boulevard segment of the WSX Alternative 
alignment, nor would it substantially affect circulation patterns, preclude access to adjacent 
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properties, or affect continued use of adjacent lands for their designated purpose over the long term. 
The WSX Alternative would be compatible with land uses adjacent to the Paseo Padre Parkway— 
Washington Boulevard segment of the WSX Alternative alignment, and would not result in 
substantial adverse impacts on land use or planning in this area. 


Washington Boulevard to Southern Terminus (Irvington and Industrial Planning Areas) 

From Washington Boulevard to the terminus of the WSX Alternative alignment south of the 
proposed Warm Springs Station, the WSX Alternative alignment would continue at grade along the 
former WP alignment. Immediately south of Washington Boulevard, public-designated uses are 
located on both the east and west side of the WSX Alternative corridor. 


The public-use designated parcel on the east is designated for a future BART station (optional 
Irvington Station, discussed in greater detail below). 


Intensification of land uses surrounding BART facilities is being addressed through the City of 
Fremont’s /rvington Concept Plan. While not part of this WSX Alternative, the access plan and 
station layout reflect and coordinate with Fremont’s land use planning efforts. 


The west side of the corridor primarily comprises residential land uses as the alignment extends 
further south toward Auto Mall Parkway, and industrial and open space uses from Auto Mall 
Parkway to the terminus of the WSX Alternative alignment. Industrial, commercial, and open space 
lands are located to the east of the proposed alignment from Washington Boulevard to the southern 
terminus. 


Industrial and commercial land uses would not be affected by these aspects of the WSX Alternative. 
The WSX Alternative would require the displacement of businesses as discussed in Section 4.10, 
Population, Economics, and Housing. Per the impacts assessment in Section 4.10, impacts 
associated with displacements would be addressed by Mitigation Measure POP-3 (Acquire property 
and relocate residences and businesses) (see Section 4.10, Population, Economics, and Housing). 
Although individual parcels would be affected by the WSX Alternative, business displacements 
would not result in a change to the surrounding pattern of land use. The WSX Alternative would 
extend through existing rail easements and an area that has been planned for the extension of the 
BART corridor. The WSX Alternative is consistent with approved plans for the BART extension in 
this area, and the proposed Warm Springs Station would be located on vacant land that is designated 
for public use as a future BART station. 


Grade-separated access would be maintained at Grimmer Boulevard by a new bridge to 
accommodate the WSX Alternative’s northbound and southbound tracks. South of the Grimmer 
Boulevard bridge, the WSX Alternative alignment would continue at grade into the Warm Springs 
Station site and through a maintenance facility, and would end approximately 2,000 feet north of 
Mission Boulevard. Grimmer Boulevard would provide east-west vehicular access to the station site. 
Osgood Road and Warm Springs Boulevard would provide the principal north-south access. The 
primary access to the station itself would be from two new signalized intersections on Warm Springs 
Boulevard and a two-lane road extension from Warm Springs Court (currently a cul-de-sac). As 
discussed in Section 4.2, Transportation, Warm Springs Boulevard is proposed for widening from 
South Grimmer Boulevard to the southern end of the proposed Warm Springs Station parking lot to 
accommodate the additional traffic and turning movements. A signalized intersection at Warm 
Springs Boulevard and Warm Springs Court has been suggested to facilitate the proposed Warm 
Springs Court access. 
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Three locations are proposed for a traction power substation in the Washington Boulevard—Southern 
Terminus segment of the WSX Alternative alignment. One is within the unimproved Blacow Road 
right-of-way immediately east of the WSX Alternative alignment and within the landscaped area of 
the City of Fremont Corporation Yard. The second traction power substation and a train control 
bungalow would be located on the east side of the WSX Alternative alignment midway between 
Auto Mall Parkway and South Grimmer Boulevard. The third substation is located at the Warm 
Springs Station. The traction power substation would consist of a 12-foot-high structure, and would 
be surrounded by a concrete block wall on approximately 12,220 sf of land. A gap breaker station 
would be installed south of Auto Mall Parkway, east of the WSX Alternative alignment. The gap 
breaker station would consist of a 12-foot-high structure surrounded by a fence on approximately 
3,200 sf of land. A combined traction power substation and train control bungalow would be 
constructed north of Auto Mall Parkway and would consist of two 12-foot-high structures on 
approximately 16,324 sf of land. Aesthetic effects are discussed in Section 4.11. These facilities 
would either be located within the WSX Alternative alignment, or within industrial/commercial 
areas. Consequently, these structures would not conflict with existing or planned use in the area. 


The WSX Alternative would not adversely affect the efficiency, effectiveness, or productivity of land 
use surrounding the Washington Boulevard—Southern Terminus segment of the WSX Alternative 
alignment, nor would it substantially affect circulation patterns, preclude access to adjacent 
properties, or affect continued use of adjacent lands for their designated purpose over the long term. 
The WSX Alternative would be compatible with land uses adjacent to the Washington Boulevard— 
Southern Terminus segment of the WSX Alternative alignment, and would not result in substantial 
adverse impacts on land use or planning in this area. 


Summary (All Segments) 

Implementation of the WSX Alternative may result in noise, vibration, and visual impacts on 
surrounding land uses (discussed further in Sections 4.13, Noise and Vibration, 4.11, Aesthetics, and 
4.10, Population, Economics, and Housing). Nevertheless, residential uses are encouraged near 
public transit nodes as part of transit-oriented developments in order to support more efficient use of 
valuable land and provide more efficient transportation networks. The WSX Alternative alignment 
would be developed within an existing open space corridor that has been retained and designated for 
extension of the BART corridor. Intensification of land uses surrounding the WSX Alternative 
alignment is encouraged to enhance use of transit opportunities provided by a BART station. Use of 
adjacent lands would likely continue to intensify in response to growth and transit-oriented 
development proposals in the vicinity of the WSX Alternative alignment and the Warm Springs 
Station. The Fremont General Plan and city zoning provide mechanisms to support growth and land 
use intensification associated with the WSX Alternative. 


All WSX Alternative facilities would be located on land planned for the extension of the BART 
system, and the WSX Alternative is consistent with approved plans for the BART extension in 
Fremont. Although negligible impacts would occur as described, the WSX Alternative would not 
adversely affect the efficiency, effectiveness, or productivity of land use surrounding the WSX 
Alternative alignment, nor would it substantially affect circulation patterns, preclude access to 
adjacent properties, or affect continued use of adjacent lands for their designated purpose over the 
long term. Therefore, the WSX Alternative would be compatible with adjacent land uses and 
planning. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no potential adverse impacts on the 
efficiency, effectiveness, or productivity of adjacent land uses. 
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Impact LU-2— Potential inconsistency with applicable plans and policies. 
WSX Alternative. 


BART System Expansion Policies 

As discussed above in Section 4.8.3 (Regulatory Setting), BART has adopted policies related to 
system expansion, station planning, access, and recommended land uses surrounding BART stations. 
The proposed site plan for the Warm Springs Station (Figure 3-6a) illustrates the proposed station 
concept. The station structure, with stairs, escalators, station agent, concourse, and train platform, 
would be adjacent to the track alignment on the west side of the station site. The mid-day parking 
and transit multimodal access facilities would be located immediately to the east of the station 
structure. The remainder of the site would be devoted to station parking, with the exception of the 
northwest corner, which would be reserved for potential future station facilities. 


The station concept plan is based on BART’s policies for flexibility and access enhancements. The 
access facilities, all of which are located east of the platform area, include a primary entry plaza 
linked to a multimodal circulation plan, with pedestrian walkways and bicycle lanes; a dedicated 
transit center with bus and shuttle drop off; and dedicated areas for auto pick up and/drop off, taxis, 
paratransit,’ and parking facilities for the disabled. 


While onsite development other than BART commuter facilities is not part of the WSX Alternative, 
the station is designed to have the flexibility to accommodate transit-oriented development at a future 
date. Principal site access is proposed via three east-west roadways that run from Warm Springs 
Boulevard toward the entry plaza. This internal roadway network is designed to divide the site into a 
series of land use units, each approximately the size of a city block, which could later be developed 
with ridership-generating uses as part of a phased development. Street frontage could be provided 
for future retail/commercial uses along both South Grimmer Boulevard and Warm Springs 
Boulevard. 


In addition, BART’s conceptual design of the Warm Springs Station is planned to accommodate 
construction of a future pedestrian bridge to the west, over the adjacent UP tracks, as illustrated in 
Figure 3-6b. This access to the area west of the railroad corridor would allow future access to a large 
amount of vacant and underutilized land and an existing major employment generator, which would 
enhance future development and ridership opportunities. 


Through its strategic plan and System Expansion Criteria, BART supports the intensification of 
surrounding land uses, which could enhance the increased transit opportunities and ridership 
provided by a BART station. Typically, station area planning extends approximately 0.5 mile from 
the station site. The proposed Warm Springs BART Station is perhaps unique in the South Bay in 
the degree to which there is vacant land around it. On the east side of the station site is a vacant 
parcel of more than 35 acres. On the immediate west side of the station across the BART alignment, 
there are several vacant parcels on either side of Lopes Court, including a vacant parcel of 107 acres 
(City of Fremont 2002c). Mixed-use development incorporating both higher density residential and 
office uses are being considered on these and other parcels. 


* Paratransit services are services provided to people with disabilities who are unable to use fixed-route transit 
service. These services often require the patron to call ahead of time and will result in the patron being picked up at 
the door (for example at home) and then dropped off at the door at the other end of the trip (for example the doctor). 
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In May 2002, the Fremont City Council authorized city staff to begin preparation of a Warm Springs 
Specific Plan for the Warm Springs Station area, as identified by the Fremont General Plan. As 
previously discussed, the City has selected a consultant team to prepare the plan and potential land 
use scenarios have been developed. BART is cooperating in the Warm Springs Specific Plan 
process. The specific plan will guide the land uses surrounding the BART station and ensure 
appropriate development near the Warm Springs Station to help enhance the benefits of this major 
regional transit investment. Preparation of the specific plan is underway. The land use 
intensification possible under a specific plan is not reflected in the ridership forecasts and 
environmental analyses for the WSX Alternative. Certification of a separate EIR that addresses land 
use intensification for the Warm Springs Specific Plan area will be required prior to specific plan 
adoption. 


The specific plan to be developed for the Warm Springs area is expected to include a transit-oriented 
land use and infrastructure plan accompanied by urban design guidelines that will become adopted 
into the Fremont General Plan, with the zoning changes necessary for implementation. The major 
land use focus will be on developing currently vacant parcels within walking distance of the BART 
station, including integration with existing development. BART is assisting the City to develop a 
multimodal access plan in the context of the specific planning process. Included in the analyses will 
be pedestrian, bicycle, bus, shuttle and other modes of access to BART and from BART to 
neighborhoods, civic institutions, and job centers in southern Fremont. 


In sum, it is BART’s policy to encourage transit-oriented development at and near station sites, 
which increases ridership and is compatible with local development plans. However, such projects 
must be developed through the City of Fremont’s planning process, with BART’s cooperation 
consistent with its policies. The specific plan will be subject to an EIR, with the city as the lead 
agency, and any future development project within the specific plan area will be subject to 
appropriate environmental review. Any analysis of potential environmental impacts would be highly 
speculative. 


Regional Transportation Plan 

As discussed above in Section 4.8.3 (Regulatory Setting), the WSX Alternative was evaluated as part 
of MTC’s performance evaluation of regional transportation projects and was included in the 
Regional Transportation Expansion Program as a Tier | project, indicating that it met the criteria for 
project advancement and is consistent with MTC’s policies. On November 12, 2004, MTC released 
a Draft Regional Transportation Plan, which also includes the WSX Alternative. The Regional 
Transportation Plan, known as Transportation 2030, was adopted by MTC on February 23, 2005. 


ACCMA Countywide Transportation Plan 

The guiding principle of ACCMA is: “Transportation investments must be made in conjunction with 
appropriate land use planning....”» As discussed above, it is BART’s policy to encourage land use 
intensification and transit-oriented development around its stations. BART is assisting the city to 
develop the Warm Springs Specific Plan. Completion of the city’s specific plan would encourage 
higher density development around the proposed station site, consistent with the goals of the 
ACCMA. 


Therefore, the WSX Alternative is consistent with applicable plans and policies, and this impact is 
negligible. 
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As discussed above, although under state law BART is not required to comply with the Fremont 
General Plan or zoning ordinances, BART wishes to disclose to the public and to local jurisdictions 
the extent to which its projects are consistent with local land use planning. The Fremont General 
Plan (City of Fremont 1991, as amended) indicates a future BART alignment from the existing 
Fremont Station, through Fremont Central Park, and along the existing railroad corridor, and 
designates the proposed Warm Springs Station site for public use with a BART station overlay. 


No-Build Alternative. No potential inconsistency with applicable plans and policies would result 
from implementation of the No-Build Alternative. 


Impacts Related to Construction of the WSX Alternative 


Impact LU-3—Creation of construction impacts, such as traffic and circulation obstructions, 
noise, dust, and other pollutants, and safety issues. 


WSX Alternative. Construction of the WSX Alternative would result in temporary traffic and 
circulation obstructions; the generation of noise, dust, and other pollutants; and potential safety 
issues. The following paragraphs address these impacts on a segment-by-segment basis, using the 
segment designations presented in Chapter 3, Alternatives Considered. 


Fremont BART Station to Stevenson Boulevard (Central Planning Area) 

Construction of the Fremont BART Station—Stevenson Boulevard segment of the WSX Alternative 
alignment would result in temporary impacts on the existing Fremont BART Station, Walnut 
Avenue, Tule Pond (the project would also have permanent impacts by filling a portion of Tule 
Pond), and residential land uses adjacent to the alignment. A temporary contractor laydown area 
would be created on a vacant parcel adjacent to the WSX Alternative alignment, north of Stevenson 
Boulevard. No substantial land use impacts on the vacant parcel would occur as a result of use for 
contractor laydown. Local circulation patterns would be temporarily disrupted during 
implementation of proposed improvements to Walnut Avenue, and parking areas would be displaced 
within the existing confines of the Fremont BART Station; these impacts are addressed in detail in 
Sections 4.2, Transportation and 4.10, Population, Economics, and Housing and through Mitigation 
Measure POP-7 (Maintain access, traffic control, and parking supply during construction). 
Following WSX Alternative construction, adequate circulation would be restored and maintained 
across the new tracks via an underpass. The WSX Alternative would require construction of an 
approximately 20-foot-high and 150-foot-wide embankment in the Fremont BART Station— 
Stevenson Boulevard area, which could generate temporary noise and dust pollution with the 
potential to adversely affect residential land uses within the proposed embankment construction area; 
these impacts are addressed in detail in Sections 4.13, Noise and Vibration, and 4.14, Air Quality. 


Stevenson Boulevard to SP Railroad Right-of-Way (Fremont Central Park) (Central Planning Area) 
Construction of the Fremont Central Park segment of the WSX Alternative alignment would result in 
temporary impacts on Stevenson Boulevard, Fremont Central Park, and Lake Elizabeth. Temporary 
contractor laydown areas would be established within the WSX Alternative alignment adjacent to 
Stevenson Boulevard, and within Fremont Central Park at the northern end of Lake Elizabeth. 
Temporary impacts (e.g. noise, dust, circulation obstructions) on the park and park users would occur 
during construction (see Sections 4.2, Transportation, 4.13, Noise and Vibration, and 4.14, Air 
Quality). However, existing recreational facilities would not be displaced, and park facilities and any 
damaged landscaping would be reestablished following construction. 
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Construction of the cut-and-cover subway structure would involve trenching through existing 
facilities within the WSX Alternative right-of-way. This would temporarily affect circulation on 
Stevenson Boulevard; traffic would be rerouted through Fremont Central Park during subway 
construction. In addition, a cofferdam would be installed and the eastern portion of Lake Elizabeth 
would be drained during subway construction. The cofferdam and associated laydown areas would 
likely remain in the park for most of the subway construction period, which is expected to be 
approximately 2 years. Noise, visual disruption, and the presence of laydown areas associated with 
construction of the ventilation structures would also affect park users. However, the effects of 
subway construction would ultimately be temporary, and would be designed to minimize conflicts 
with the needs of park users during operation. Because the construction zone would divide 
recreational areas such as ball fields and a dog-run facility, a relocated ball field parking area and a 
temporary dog-run facility would be provided and use of the facilities would not be disrupted. A 
temporary pedestrian bridge would also be constructed over the cut-and-cover subway construction 
just north of Lake Elizabeth. The following section, Section 4.9, Parks and Recreation, discusses 
project impacts to Fremont Park. (See Chapter 3, Alternatives Considered, for a detailed description 
of the construction scenario for the WSX Alternative. See also Sections 4.5, Hydrology and Water 
Quality, 4.7, Biological Resources, and 4.11, Aesthetics, for additional discussion of the effects of 
cut-and-cover construction on resources in the park.) Parkland would be returned to existing 
contours, and all existing uses would be reinstated following construction. 


SP Railroad Right-of-Way to Paseo Padre Parkway (Central Planning Area) 

Construction within the SP Railroad—Paseo Padre Parkway segment of the WSX Alternative 
alignment could result in impacts on railroad facilities, pipelines, and adjacent residential land uses. 
A temporary contractor laydown area would be created within the open space area in the UP railroad 
corridor, immediately south of the Fremont Golf Course. This portion of the alignment would cross 
over two Hetch Hetchy pipelines north of Paseo Padre Parkway. Construction efforts would be 
coordinated with utility companies to avoid substantial disruption to these pipelines and related 
facilities as discussed in Chapter 3, Alternatives Considered. Paseo Padre Parkway will be grade- 
separated as part of the City of Fremont’s grade separations project planned for completion prior to 
the WSX Alternative, and consequently would not be disrupted during construction of the WSX 
Alternative. Circulation would be maintained across the corridor at Paseo Padre Parkway during all 
construction phases. Construction of the traction power substation, gap breaker station, and train 
control bungalow would occur within the open space parcel north of Paseo Padre Parkway. 
Construction within this portion of the WSX Alternative alignment could result in temporary noise 
and air quality impacts on adjacent residential uses, and possibly on park users to the west. Air and 
noise impacts are addressed in detail in Sections 4.13, Noise and Vibration, and 3.14, Air Quality. 


Paseo Padre Parkway to Washington Boulevard (Irvington Planning Area) 

Construction of the Paseo Padre Parkway—Washington Boulevard segment of the WSX Alternative 
alignment could affect adjacent residential receptors; residential land uses on both sides of the WSX 
Alternative alignment could be subject to construction noise, dust, and circulation constraints. 
However, Washington Boulevard will be modified as part of the city’s grade separations project 
planned for completion prior to the WSX Alternative, and will extend over the WSX Alternative 
alignment. Therefore, traffic circulation at Washington Boulevard would not be disrupted by 
construction of the WSX Alternative. 


Washington Boulevard to Southern Terminus (Irvington and Industrial Planning Areas) 
Construction of the Washington Boulevard—Southern Terminus segment of the WSX Alternative 
alignment would affect the ACFCD drainage channel located on the east side of the WSX Alternative 
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corridor, Grimmer Boulevard, and adjacent residential land uses. A temporary contractor laydown 
area would be established immediately north of Auto Mall Parkway. Construction of the traction 
power substations and train control bungalow would result in temporary impacts on nearby receptors. 
The WSX Alternative would require modification of the ACFCD drainage channel, which would 
likely be undergrounded in a concrete box culvert. Impacts associated with modification of the 
channel are addressed in Section 4.5, Hydrology and Water Quality. At Grimmer Boulevard, the 
existing bridge containing the former WP track would be removed and replaced by two new bridges 
to accommodate the WSX Alternative’s northbound and southbound tracks. Temporary circulation 
impacts would occur at Grimmer Boulevard; it might be necessary to reroute traffic during 
construction (see Section 4.2, Transportation). Two new signals would be installed on Warm 
Springs Boulevard along the approach to the Warm Springs Station, and Warm Springs Court 
(currently a cul-de-sac) would be extended. Additionally, Warm Springs Boulevard would be 
widened from South Grimmer Boulevard to the southern end of the Warm Springs Station parking lot 
to accommodate the additional traffic and turning movements. Construction would result in impacts 
on adjacent residential land uses on both sides of the proposed alignment. Industrial and commercial 
land uses would not be affected by construction of the WSX Alternative because they are not 
typically sensitive to construction noise or dust impacts. 


Summary (All Segments) 

Construction of the WSX Alternative could result in temporary noise, dust, visual, and circulation 
impacts on sensitive receptors surrounding the WSX Alternative alignment and ancillary facilities. 
As described in Sections 4.2, Transportation, 4.10, Population, Economics, and Housing, 4.11, 
Aesthetics, 4.13, Noise and Vibration, and 4.14, Air Quality, mitigation measures implemented 
during construction would reduce these impacts to a negligible level. Construction-related land use 
effects on Fremont Central Park are considered adverse impacts even with utilization of the above 
referenced mitigation measures. However, Mitigation Measure LU-3 would minimize the impacts. 


Mitigation Measure LU-3—Limit construction-related effects on land uses adjacent to 
the project alignment in Fremont Central Park. The following measures will be utilized to 
limit short-term construction impacts related to the loss of parking associated with the 
softball/baseball fields at Fremont Central Park and the temporary disruption of walking paths 
around Lake Elizabeth. Implementation of these measures will be coordinated as necessary 
under a comprehensive agreement with the City of Fremont. 


m A dog-run facility will be provided. 


m= A temporary pedestrian bridge will be constructed over the cut-and-cover subway 
construction just north of Lake Elizabeth. 


= Access across the BART construction zone between the parking lots for the softball fields 
will be provided whenever games are scheduled. 


= A public pathway across the construction zone from the neighborhood to the east will be 
maintained during construction whenever feasible. 


= Mitigation measures applicable to Fremont Central Park are noted in other sections of 
this document (e.g., Section 4.5, Hydrology, Section 4.6, Wetlands, and Section 4.7, 
Biological Resources) to reduce impacts on the park. 


= To the extent that the existing park paths may currently be capable of accommodating 
bicycles, the relocated paths will provide equivalent access. The paths will be well 
signed, and any paths closed for public safety and security will be well marked. At least 
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one public pathway across the construction zone near Lake Elizabeth will be maintained 
at all times to accommodate people who walk or ride bicycles to the park from the 
residential areas immediately east of the railroad corridor. 


= BART and the construction contractor will work with the City of Fremont and ACFCD to 
develop and put into practice a program to maintain Lake Elizabeth’s flood control 
function or provide alternative temporary storage, if necessary, during the construction 
period. 


= BART and the construction contractor will work with the City of Fremont to find the 
most suitable locations and durations for construction storage. 


m Please see also Mitigation Measure TRN-25—Develop and implement a construction 
phasing and traffic management plan. 


= BART and its contractor will coordinate with the City Parks and Recreation staff to 
provide as much advance notice as possible for construction scheduling and other project 
activities that would cause disruptions to the use of the park. 


No-Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, no construction impacts, such as traffic and 
circulation obstructions; noise, dust, and other pollutants; and safety issues would be created. 


Impacts Related to Operation of the Optional Irvington Station 


The discussion of impacts related to the optional Irvington Station concludes that there would be no 
substantial impacts on Land Use resources in the area proposed for the optional Irvington Station. 


Impact LU-4— Potential adverse effect on the efficiency, effectiveness, or productivity of 
adjacent land uses at optional Irvington Station site. 


WSX Alternative. Impacts related to the displacement of land uses for the Irvington Station are 
discussed in Section 4.10, Population, Economics, and Housing. The optional Irvington Station 
would not adversely affect the efficiency, effectiveness, or productivity of remaining adjacent land 
uses. As part of the city’s grade separations project planned for completion prior to the WSX 
Alternative, Osgood Road will be widened, and Washington Boulevard will be widened and raised to 
cross the realigned rail corridor. Vehicular access to the Irvington Station area would be via 
Washington Boulevard, Fremont Boulevard, and Olive Avenue from the east and west. Driscoll 
Road and Osgood Road would provide the principal north-south access. Vehicular access to the 
optional Irvington Station and to parking lots on the station’s east side would be provided by one new 
signalized intersection on Osgood Road. 


Operation of the optional Irvington Station could result in visual, traffic, and noise effects on 
adjacent residential land uses to the east and west of the site. Less sensitive industrial and 
commercial land uses would not be affected. Additional discussion of these issues is provided in 
Sections 4.2, Transportation, 4.11, Aesthetics, and 4.13, Noise and Vibration. 


The optional Irvington Station facilities would be located within existing rail easements, and in an 
area that has been planned for a future BART station. The WSX Alternative and optional Irvington 
Station are consistent with approved plans for the BART extension in this area, and a majority of the 
optional Irvington Station would be located on vacant land that is designated for public use as a 
future BART station. 
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The optional Irvington Station would not substantially affect circulation patterns, preclude access to 
adjacent properties, or affect continued use of adjacent lands for their designated purpose over the 
long term. The WSX Alternative would be compatible with adjacent land uses and would result in 
negligible impacts on land use or planning. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no potential adverse impact on the 
efficiency, effectiveness, or productivity of adjacent land uses. 


Impact LU-5—Potential inconsistency with applicable plans, policies, and environmental goals 
applicable to optional Irvington Station. 


WSX Alternative. 


BART System Expansion Policies 

The optional Irvington Station is also consistent with BART policies, goals, and objectives identified 
above. As discussed above in Section 4.8.3 (Regulatory Setting), BART encourages intensification 
of land uses surrounding BART facilities in order to enhance increased transit opportunities provided 
by a BART station. The Irvington Station site is geographically constrained due to the railroad 
alignment and existing development to the west, the planned Washington Boulevard grade separation 
project to the north, and a steep slope to the east. In addition, the Hayward fault is located along the 
east side of station site, presenting seismic constraints. The conceptual Irvington site plan is 
designed to accommodate these conditions based on BART’s criteria and principles for site 
flexibility and access enhancements. The facilities include a circulation plan that addresses areas on 
either side of Osgood Road, with pedestrian pathways and bicycle lanes; a dedicated transit center, 
with bus and shuttle drop off; and dedicated areas for auto pick up/drop off, taxis, paratransit, and 
daily parking facilities. In addition, each of the three station access points (Osgood Road-east, 
Osgood Road-west, and the Washington Boulevard frontage road-west) is anchored by a public 
plaza. 


Although there are some opportunities for transit-oriented development at the Irvington Station site, 
the larger development opportunity is in the Irvington community itself. As discussed previously in 
this section, Fremont has adopted the Jrvington Concept Plan, which supports the intensification of 
land uses in Irvington and promotes transit-oriented land uses. Accordingly, construction of the 
optional Irvington Station is consistent with BART’s goals and policies encouraging transit-oriented 
land use around stations. However, projects in the concept plan area must be developed through the 
city’s planning process, with BART’s cooperation consistent with its policy. Although the /rvington 
Concept Plan has been adopted, there are no specific proposals for transit-oriented development 
related to the proposed station site at the present time. A draft negative declaration has been 
prepared as part of an amendment for the /rvington Redevelopment Plan. Any future development 
projects proposed for the concept plan area will also be subject to appropriate environmental review. 


Regional Transportation Plan 

As discussed above in Section 4.8.3 (Regulatory Setting), the WSX Alternative was evaluated as part 
of MTC’s performance evaluation of regional transportation projects and was included in the 
Regional Transportation Expansion Program as a Tier | project, indicating that it met the criteria for 
project advancement and is consistent with MTC’s policies. On November 12, 2004, MTC released 
a Draft Regional Transportation Plan, which also includes the WSX Alternative. The Regional 
Transportation Plan was adopted by MTC on February 23, 2005. The optional Irvington Station 
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would enhance the Warm Springs Extension’s overall system connectivity, system access, and land 
use benefits, consistent with the goals of MTC. 


ACCMA Countywide Transportation Plan 

As discussed above, it is BART’s policy to encourage land use intensification and transit-oriented 
development around its stations. BART is cooperating with the city’s Irvington Concept Plan. The 
city’s concept plan encourages higher density development around the proposed Irvington Station 
site, consistent with the goals of the ACCMA. Therefore, the WSX Alternative is consistent with 
applicable plans and policies, and this impact is negligible. 


As discussed above, although under state law BART is not required to comply with the Fremont 
General Plan or zoning ordinances, BART wishes to emphasize to the public and to local 
jurisdictions the extent to which its projects are consistent with local land use planning. The Fremont 
General Plan (City of Fremont 1991, as amended) designates the Irvington Station site for public use 
with a BART Station overlay. Therefore, the optional Irvington Station is consistent with local land 
use planning efforts. 


No-Build Alternative. No potential inconsistency with applicable plans and policies would result 
from implementation of the No-Build Alternative. 


Impacts Related to Construction of the Optional Irvington Station 


Impact LU-6—Creation of impacts during construction of optional Irvington Station. 


WSX Alternative. Implementation of the Irvington Station option would involve site grading, 
construction of the station and associated facilities, and minor street improvements. Construction- 
related circulation impacts along Washington Boulevard and Osgood Road would be limited because 
improvements would already be in place as a result of the city’s grade separations project, which will 
widen Osgood Road and Washington Boulevard and raise Washington Boulevard to cross the rail 
corridor. Construction of the optional Irvington Station could result in additional temporary impacts 
as a result of construction-related noise, dust, and aesthetic impacts. As described in Sections 4.2, 
Transportation, 4.11, Aesthetics, 4.13, Noise and Vibration, and 4.14, Air Quality, mitigation 
measures utilized during construction would reduce these impacts to a negligible level. 
Consequently, construction of the optional Irvington Station is not expected to result in substantial 
adverse impacts related to land use in the vicinity of the station site. 


No-Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, no project-related construction impacts 
would be created. 
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Section 4.9 
Parks and Recreation 


4.9.1 Introduction 


This section describes existing conditions related to parks and recreation in the WSX Alternative 
area, analyzes the WSX Alternative’s potential effects on parks and recreation areas, and identifies 
mitigation measures to avoid or reduce adverse effects. Chapter 6, Section 4(f)/Section 6(f) 
Evaluation, details the requirements of Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1965 
and Section 6(f)(3) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965 related to public parks and 
recreation areas. 


4.9.2 Affected Environment 
4.9.2.1 Methodology for Assessment of Existing Conditions 


The study area for parks and recreation was defined as any park or recreation area within 0.25 mile of 
the WSX Alternative alignment (Figure 4.9-1). Project staff conducted a field survey of the study 
area, and additional information was obtained from the 1992 environmental impact report (EIR) (San 
Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 1992) and the 2003 final supplemental EIR (SEIR) (San 
Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 2003). 


4.9.2.2 Existing Conditions 


Parks 


One public park (Fremont Central Park/Lake Elizabeth) and two public school playgrounds and 
athletic fields (Grimmer and John Gomes Elementary Schools) were identified in the study area. 


Fremont Central Park/Lake Elizabeth 


According to the City of Fremont Parks and Recreation Department web site, development of 
Fremont Central Park and Lake Elizabeth commenced in 1960 (City of Fremont 2002). The park, 
located at 40000 Paseo Padre Parkway, is set on 433.90 acres and bounded by Stevenson Boulevard, 
Paseo Padre Parkway, and the UP rights-of-way. Lake Elizabeth occupies about 83 acres in the park. 


The 1992 EIR states that ownership of Fremont Central Park is shared by the City of Fremont 
(approximately 260 acres) and the Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 
(ACFCD) (approximately 174 acres, including Lake Elizabeth and Mission Creek). ACFCD 
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operates its portion as a flood control facility. A renewable cooperative license agreement permits 
the City of Fremont to operate ACFCD property as a public park and recreation facility while 
ACFCD retains its primary right to operate the flood control facility. ACFCD authority over its 
portion of the park includes the right to review any grading, structures, or improvements, with 
approval to be determined based on the preservation of existing flood control, drainage, and water 
conservation functions. 


The 1992 EIR also describes two other property interests in the park. The Southern Pacific Railroad 
(SP) right-of-way separates the main park area from its east subarea, and a Pacific Gas & Electric 
Company (PG&E) utility easement transects the nature area at the southern end of the park. 


The 1992 EIR states that some of the land for the park was acquired with federal funds. Portions of 
the land and facilities in the park were acquired and/or developed with federal funding from Land 
and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) grants. A review of the LWCF grants database maintained 
by the California Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) has revealed that two LWCF grants 
were used for park facilities. A $14,456 grant in 1973 was made for the Fremont Central Park bike 
trail, and a grant in 1974 for $95,562 was made for the Fremont Central Park sports complex. The 
grants were awarded to DPR and subsequently assigned by DPR to the City of Fremont for 
improvements to Fremont Central Park. Consultation with the National Park Service (NPS) has been 
initiated regarding the conversion to non-park purposes of a portion of the property in Central Park 
improved with LWCF funds, and is addressed in Chapter 6, Section 4(f)/Section 6(f) Evaluation. 


A Parks and Recreation Master Plan (City of Fremont 1995) describes the existing and planned 
parks and recreation facilities in Fremont, including Fremont Central Park. Other land use planning 
information applicable to Fremont Central Park is discussed in Section 4.8, Land Use and Planning. 


Fremont Central Park serves as both a park and recreation facility and represents nearly half of all 
park and recreation space in Fremont. Fremont Central Park has the following existing facilities. 


m= Senior citizen center. 

= Community center. 

m Lake Elizabeth. 

= Boathouse with docks, launches, boat storage, and boat rentals. 
m Fishing pier. 

= Band pavilion. 

m 18 tennis courts and a pro shop. 

= 6 softball fields, a guard shack, support space, and a snack bar. 
= 10 soccer fields and a snack bar. 

m 2 basketball courts. 

m Skate park. 

= Teen Center. 


m Executive Golf Course and Driving Range. 
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Figure 4.9-1 
Parks and Recreation in the WSX Alternatives Area 
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= Golf driving range and pro shop. 

= More than 200 picnic tables, with four group picnic areas by reservation. 
m 4 playgrounds. 

= Approximately 5 miles of walking and jogging trails. 

m 1.5-mile exercise course. 

m Dog park. 

m 50-acre nature area with a boardwalk and nature center. 

m= Open turf areas. 

m Parking lots. 

m Various park services and maintenance structures. 


The 2003 Final SEIR states that proposed new facilities at Fremont Central Park include a cultural 
arts center and an aquatics gymnasium (Rakley pers. comm.). The construction of a new Family 
Water Play Facility is expected to begin in 2006, with the facility opening to the public in May 2007. 


Several public facilities are located within the larger boundaries of Central Park but are not located 
on parkland, such as the police building and jail, Tri-City Animal Shelter, and the offices of the 
Fremont Main Library and Alameda County Public Library. 


Gomes Neighborhood Park 


Gomes Neighborhood Park, which is part of the City’s park and recreation system, is located 
adjacent to Gomes Elementary School on Lemos Lane and extends west toward Fremont Golf 
Course, which is part of the city’s park and recreation system. The 13.17-acre park is bound by an 
Alameda County Flood Control District channel on the north, residential development and Lemos 
Lane on the south, Gomes Elementary School on the east, and the golf course on the west. The park 
provides open space for local neighborhood activities. 


John Gomes Elementary School Playground and Athletic Fields 


The John Gomes Elementary School playground and athletic fields are located at 555 Lemos Lane, 
about 0.25 mile east of Fremont Central Park and the WSX Alternative alignment. The playground 
and athletic fields are owned and operated by the Fremont Unified School District (FUSD) for both 
school and general public use. Facilities include playground equipment, ball fields, and basketball 
courts. 


Grimmer Elementary School Playground and Athletic Fields 


The Grimmer Elementary School playground and athletic fields are located at 43030 Newport Drive, 
just west of the WSX Alternative alignment and adjacent to the railroad right-of-way. The 
playground and athletic fields are owned and operated by the FUSD for both school and general 
public use. School staff members report that most public use of the playground and athletic fields 
occurs on the weekends (McDonald pers. comm.). Facilities include a baseball diamond and a track. 
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Recreation Areas 


No recreation areas were identified in the study area, except for those included as part of the parks 
described above. 


4.9.3 Environmental Consequences and Mitigation 
Measures 


4.9.3.1 Methodology for Analysis of Environmental 
Consequences 


This section focuses on potential effects of the WSX Alternative on parks and recreation, including 
long-term operational effects and effects related to construction. Potential impacts on parks and 
recreation were assessed qualitatively using standards developed by BART on the basis of regulatory 
requirements and accepted professional practice. 


4.9.3.2 Alternative-Specific Environmental Analysis 


Impacts Related to Operation of the WSX Alternative 


Impact PR-1—Occurrence or acceleration of substantial deterioration of park and recreational 
facilities or programs. 


WSX Alternative. Fremont Central Park—The WSX Alternative would extend through a subway 
structure beneath Stevenson Boulevard and Fremont Central Park, including the northeastern arm of 
Lake Elizabeth. Permanent operational effects on park facilities and programs in this area would be 
minimal because Stevenson Boulevard, Fremont Central Park, and Lake Elizabeth would be returned 
to their existing condition and all existing park facilities and programs would be reinstated following 
construction. 


The only long-term operational effects within this area would involve the permanent location of 
ventilation structures for the subway (Figures 4.9-2a and 4.9-2b). Two options are being considered 
for ventilating the subway: a single ventilation structure (Option 1) or two slightly smaller structures 
(Option 2). If Option | is implemented, the structure would be placed in Fremont Central Park, 
approximately 125 feet south of the existing parking area (Figure 3-7e in Chapter 3, A/ternatives 
Considered). A visual simulation of Option | is depicted in Figure 4.11-6 in Section 4.11, 
Aesthetics. If Option 2 is implemented, one structure would be placed in the existing Fremont 
Central Park south parking lot and a second structure would be placed east of Lake Elizabeth near 
Mission Creek (Figure 3-7f in Chapter 3, Alternatives Considered). The ventilation structures under 
either option would be primarily subterranean, but would include aboveground features (a 10-foot- 
high wall and a paved parking area). Option 1 would cover an area approximately 50 to 70 feet wide 
and 300 feet long, and Option 2 would cover two areas approximately 40 to 60 feet wide and 230 feet 
long each. The proposed ventilation structures would occupy approximately 24,484 square feet (0.56 
acre), which is a negligible percentage (approximately 0.13%) of Fremont Central Park’s total area 
(433.90 acres). Existing park facilities and those proposed for the WSX Alternative (permanent and 
temporary) are presented in Figures 4.9-3a and 4.9-3b. 
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Option 1 would not involve any permanent relocation of park facilities, but Option 2 would likely 
require that the south parking lot be reconfigured and that the adjacent dog park and basketball courts 
be relocated in order to accommodate the north ventilation structure. Figure 4.9-4 illustrates a 
preliminary conceptual plan for Option 2 in this area. Instead of one south parking lot, two lots 
would be constructed, with the total number of parking spaces increasing from 135 spaces to at least 
150 spaces. The relocated dog park would be situated just south of the existing parking lot, next to 
one of the new parking lots, and would be essentially the same size and offer the same amenities. 
The basketball courts would be moved slightly to the west next to the other new parking lot, but 
would otherwise remain the same. Two park buildings used for sports storage and maintenance are 
located approximately 50 feet south of the proposed north ventilation structure. Both structures are 
separated from the ventilation structure by the relocated road to the parking areas further to the south. 
No project-related effects on the buildings are anticipated. City staff members have indicated that 
the reconfiguration of these facilities would be unlikely to have adverse consequences on park 
programs, and could actually be beneficial insofar as the new layout could better serve the dog park 
and basketball courts with separate parking lots. The south ventilation structure proposed under 
Option 2 would require no relocation of park facilities, since it would be located in an undeveloped 
area. Figure 4.9-5 shows a preliminary conceptual plan for Option 2 in this area. 


Other than the modifications to the south parking lot for Option 2, neither of the ventilation structure 
options would entail any substantial long-term change in the vehicular, pedestrian, or bicycle 
circulation patterns in Fremont Central Park. If Option 2 is implemented, then an existing ACFCD 
access road would be modified to provide access to the south ventilation structure. The ACFCD 
access road parallels the east side of Fremont Central Park, but is separated from City-owned park 
property by a flood control channel. The modified access road would follow its current alignment 
from Stevenson Boulevard to about Mission Creek, and would only cross onto the park at its very 
southernmost end, after it crosses south of Mission Creek. At this point a new road to the vent 
structure would extend approximately 550 feet from Mission Creek to the vent structure. To make 
the existing ACFCD access road consistent with current standards, it could be necessary to widen it 
for some or all of its length. Provisions for future pedestrian and bicycle access along the road also 
could be made. Because the access road would traverse alongside a relatively undeveloped area of 
the park and would only occupy a small portion of undeveloped park land at its southern end, it 
would not require the displacement of park facilities or otherwise result in a substantial disruption to 
park facilities and programs. 


Visual effects of the ventilation structures associated with the 1-mile-long subway portion of the 
WSX Alternative are analyzed in Section 4.11, Aesthetics. The analysis finds that the ventilation 
structures would potentially affect the visual quality and character of Fremont Central Park, but 
Mitigation Measure A-3 in Section 4.11, Aesthetics, would substantially reduce this effect. 


Mitigation Measure A-3—Implement measures to conceal the ventilation structures. In 
designing and placing the ventilation structures in Fremont Central Park, BART will 
implement the following mitigation measures. 


= Coordinate with the City of Fremont in developing criteria for design of the structures to 
be placed in the park. BART will ensure that the final designs of the structures and the 
plantings will be consistent with visual resources of the immediate project vicinity, 
including park maintenance facilities and landscaping. 
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m Use surface treatments forms, textures, and colors that reflect Fremont’s architectural 
character and that help blend the ventilation structures and ancillary equipment into the 
surroundings. 


= Establish plantings (e.g., trees and shrubs) along the edges of buildings and any fencing. 
The plantings will be consistent with the character of existing vegetation in the park. 


Noise and vibration effects from operation of the WSX Alternative are analyzed in Section 4.13, 
Noise and Vibration. Because train operations would be confined within a subway beneath Fremont 
Central Park, noise and vibration effects from trains would be avoided in the park. Accordingly, the 
analysis shows that noise and vibration effects on Fremont Central Park facilities or programs from 
operation of the WSX Alternative would be limited to noise that could be generated from the 
ventilation structures. Noise-reduction measures such as acoustically rated vents, as described in 
Mitigation Measure N-3 in Section 4.13, Noise and Vibration, would substantially reduce this effect. 


Mitigation Measure N-3—Design and construct electrical substations, vent shafts, and 
other ancillary facilities to reduce noise. Electrical substations, vent shafts, and other 
ancillary facilities will be designed so that noise generated by these facilities does not exceed 
the limits specified in Table 4.13-6 (see Section 4.13). Measures to be employed may 
include but are not limited to the following. 


m Orient noise-generating components away from noise-sensitive land uses or locating 
buildings between noise-generating components and noise-sensitive land uses. 


m Use acoustically rated vents to reduce noise. 


= Construct local barriers or enclosures around noise-generating components. 


Gomes Elementary School Playground/Athletic Fields—At John Gomes Elementary School, 
operation of the WSX Alternative would occur at a distance from the school such that no substantial 
deterioration in the playground and athletic fields or the programs using them would occur or be 
accelerated. 


Grimmer Elementary School Playground/Athletic Fields—Operation of the WSX Alternative 
would potentially affect the Grimmer Elementary School playground and athletic fields. Because 
these facilities and the programs utilizing them would be separated from the WSX Alternative only 
by the width of the UP tracks (approximately 60 feet), some potential would exist for indirect 
aesthetic and noise intrusions to occur. As described in Section 4.11, Aesthetics, however, potential 
adverse visual effects would be substantially reduced by the presence of existing privacy fences that 
partially or wholly screen views from the school athletic fields. The noise analysis in Section 4.13, 
Noise and Vibration, concludes that the WSX Alternative would not result in an adverse effect at the 
Grimmer Elementary School playground and athletic fields. However, noise reduction measures 
(i.e., noise barriers) would be implemented pursuant to the results of the 2003 SEIR. In this NEPA 
document, FTA noise criteria are used to identify noise impacts. In the 2003 SEIR, BART’s adopted 
noise criteria from its Extensions Program System Design Criteria were used to identify noise 
impacts. BART is committed to carrying out mitigation measures adopted in the 2003 SEIR for all 
receptors identified therein. The 2003 SEIR identified a noise impact at Grimmer Elementary School 
due to BART train operations under the WSX Alternative. This impact would be minimized through 
noise reduction measures (e.g., noise barriers, sound insulation) in Mitigation Measure N-1. 
Accordingly, the noise effects of the WSX Alternative would be unlikely to substantially impair the 
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protected activities, features, and attributes that qualify this resource for protection under 
Section 4(f). 


Mitigation Measure N-1—Implement noise-reducing measures at noise-sensitive land 
uses in the WSX Alternative corridor. The following mitigation measures are available for 
reducing noise impacts from operation of the WSX Alternative. The measures include but 
are not limited to the following. 


m Noise Barriers — Construction of barriers is a common approach to reducing noise 
impacts from surface transportation sources. The primary requirements for an effective 
noise barrier are that (1) the barrier be high enough and long enough to break the line-of- 
sight between the sound source and the receiver; (2) the barrier be of an impervious 
material with a minimum surface density of 4 lb/sq. ft., and (3) the barrier not have any 
gaps or holes between the panels or at the bottom. Because numerous materials meet 
these requirements, the selection of materials for noise barriers is usually dictated by 
aesthetics, durability, cost, and maintenance considerations. Depending on the proximity 
of the barrier to the tracks and on the track elevation, transit system noise barriers 
typically range in height between 4 and 8 feet. 


m Building Sound Insulation — Sound insulation of residences and institutional buildings to 
improve the outdoor-to-indoor noise reduction has been widely applied around airports 
and has seen limited application for transit projects. Although this approach has no effect 
on noise in exterior areas, it may be the best choice for sites where noise barriers are not 
feasible or desirable, and for buildings where indoor sensitivity is of greatest concern. 
Substantial improvements in building sound insulation (on the order of 5 to 10 dBA) can 
often be achieved by adding an extra layer of glazing to the windows, sealing any holes 
in exterior surfaces that act as sound leaks, and providing forced ventilation and air- 
conditioning so that windows need not to be opened. 


m Special Trackwork at Crossovers — Because the impacts of wheels over rail gaps at track 
crossover locations increase noise by about 6 dBA, crossovers in sensitive areas are a 
major source of noise impact. The first option for mitigation is to relocate the crossovers. 
BART Facility Standards do not allow the use of spring rail or moving point frogs. Per 
Standard, all mainline frogs shall be rail-bound manganese type in accordance with 
AREMA Portfolio Plan 621. 


No-Build Alternative. No facilities would be constructed under the No-Build Alternative. 
Therefore, it would not cause substantial deterioration in park and recreational facilities or programs 
to occur or be accelerated. No effect would occur. 


Impact PR-2—Induce construction or expansion of parks or recreational facilities. 


WSX Alternative. As stated in Chapter 5, Other NEPA Considerations, the WSX Alternative would 
accommodate planned growth in population, housing, and employment in the next 15—20 years in the 
south Bay Area (southern Alameda and northern Santa Clara Counties). In addition, no substantial 
growth in the local population, housing, and employment would result from the WSX Alternative. 
Even assuming a worst-case scenario, in which all new employment related to the WSX Alternative 
would require new housing in Fremont, the new employment and housing would account for a 
negligible fraction of total employment and housing in the city. Accordingly, there would be no 
substantial demand for new or expanded parks or recreational facilities. See also Section 4.10, 
Population and Housing. 
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No-Build Alternative. No facilities would be constructed under the No-Build Alternative. 
Therefore, it would not cause construction or expansion of parks or recreational facilities that could 
have an adverse effect on the environment. No effect would occur. 


Impacts Related to Construction of the WSX Alternative 


Impact PR-3—Construction-related disruptions to park and recreation facilities or programs. 


WSX Alternative. Fremont Central Park—Construction in Fremont Central Park is estimated to 
last two years and would result in temporary effects on Stevenson Boulevard, Fremont Central Park 
and Lake Elizabeth. A three-year construction period is considered a worst-case situation. BART 
has worked closely with the City of Fremont Park and Recreation Department to develop a 
construction plan that would retain current park activities to the greatest extent possible. Softball 
fields, soccer fields, and tennis courts would all be retained and remain active during construction. 
The dog run and affected parking areas would be temporarily relocated within the park and would 
remain open. Pedestrian and bicycle paths would be maintained, including where the construction 
zone would cross the bike and pedestrian trail around Lake Elizabeth. Sailing activities would 
continue on the lake. The only facilities that would not remain open during construction are two 
basketball courts. The city has stated that the two courts do not receive regular use, and city staff has 
not requested the courts be maintained during construction. Figure 4.9-3a and 4.9-3b of the EIS 
illustrate where park facilities and activities will be maintained during construction. Discussions 
between BART and the City of Fremont will continue as more detailed plans are developed to 
finalize the location of both temporary and permanent park facilities. Some of these construction- 
related effects (e.g., noise, dust, circulation obstructions) are examined in more detail elsewhere in 
this document. (See Sections 4.2, Transportation; 4.13, Noise and Vibration; and 4.14, Air Quality; 
also see Sections 4.5, Hydrology, and 4.7, Biological Resources, for additional discussion of the 
effects of construction on natural resources in the park.) The discussion below describes the 
anticipated construction activities in the vicinity of Fremont Central Park, and the effects on park 
facilities, programs, and patrons that would result. (See also Chapter 3, Alternatives Considered, for 
a detailed description of the construction scenario for the WSX Alternative.) 


Construction of Subway and Its Effects—Construction of the cut-and-cover subway structure would 
involve trenching through existing facilities within the WSX Alternative right-of-way (Figures 4.9-2a 
and 4.9-2b). The schedule for construction activities will depend largely on the contractors’ plans, 
but it is anticipated that construction of the subway trench will occur in stages. Various segments of 
the subway trench could be constructed in one or more locations, with some segments built 
sequentially and others concurrently. It is important to note, however, that opportunities to stage 
construction activities in the park are limited by several constraints, including (1) the need to 
segregate contractors’ laydown and work areas from public areas, (2) prohibitions on construction 
activity in the 100-year flood zone between the months of October and April, and (3) habitat 
protections (e.g., federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act) that require avoidance of protected biological 
resources. 


To accommodate construction activities in a constrained setting, while also maintaining safe access 
to park facilities and programs, a construction zone with restricted access would be established in an 
area along the WSX Alternative alignment through the park. (See also Section 4.17, Safety and 
Security.) The construction zone would also encompass portions of the park surrounding, but not 
including, the softball complex. The construction zone would be fenced and screened, and would be 
limited to a size sufficient to safely contain construction activities and equipment. Special 
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construction methods would also be employed to protect park facilities outside the construction zone 
(e.g., trench shoring and/or sheet piling could be used to avoid damage to the softball complex fields 
and light standards). 


Public access to the north end of the park would be provided at several points along Stevenson 
Boulevard, including the driveway on the east side of the police facility, the driveway for the parking 
lot at the softball complex, and the driveways between the tennis courts and the two east softball 
fields. 


Three new temporary parking lots would be provided, one at the northeast corner of the park near the 
tennis courts, a second adjacent to the two east softball fields, and the third between the west side of 
the softball complex and the police facility. Additionally, the two existing parking lots on the east 
side of the softball complex would be reconfigured as one lot during construction. 


Construction at the north end of the subway alignment could temporarily affect circulation on 
Stevenson Boulevard; thus, to minimize any potential disruptions to circulation that could arise, 
traffic would possibly be rerouted through the north end of Fremont Central Park. 


To ensure safe passage to and from park facilities and parking areas, protected routes would be 
utilized either around or over the construction zone. This could potentially include the installation of 
a temporary pedestrian bridge over the cut-and-cover trench at the north end of the park. 


To construct the portion of the subway beneath Lake Elizabeth, a cofferdam would be installed, and 
the eastern portion of the lake would be drained. The cofferdam and associated laydown areas would 
likely remain in the park for most of the subway construction period. Thus, to maintain access along 
the pedestrian and bicycle path in this area, a temporary detour around or over the cofferdam would 
be created. 


Construction of Ventilation Structures and Its Effects—Construction of the proposed subway 
ventilation structure(s) would also affect park facilities and users. As described above in the 
discussion of operational effects, both of the ventilation structure options would place a structure 
within or adjacent to the parking lots east of the softball complex. Construction of the subway trench 
and the ventilation structure(s) would therefore necessitate reconfiguration of the adjacent parking 
lots (see above) and relocation of the nearby dog park to a site on the west side of the softball 
complex. The basketball courts in this area also would have to be removed, but would not 
necessarily be relocated during the construction period. They would, however, be rebuilt near their 
current location once construction of the subway and ventilation structure(s) is complete. 


Aesthetic Effects of Construction Activities—Section 4.11, Aesthetics, describes the aesthetic effects 
on Fremont Central Park that would result from construction of the WSX Alternative. This analysis 
concludes that construction activities would have substantial adverse effects related to trenching and 
exposed bare soils, removal and alteration of landscaping and portions of roadway, the presence of 
heavy equipment, and installation of a cofferdam in Lake Elizabeth. Measures such as those 
described for Mitigation Measure PR-3 could be taken to minimize these adverse effects, but some 
residual unavoidable adverse effects would occur because of the relatively lengthy duration (about 

2 years) of construction activities in Fremont Central Park. 


In addition to Mitigation Measure PR-3 below, mitigation measures intended to reduce effects on 
Fremont Central Park are noted in other sections of this document (i.e., Mitigation Measure TRN-25 
in Section 4.2, Transportation; Mitigation Measure LU-3 in Section 4.8, Land Use; Mitigation 
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Measure A-6 in Section 4.11, Aesthetics; and Mitigation Measures N-4[a] and [b] and N-5 in 
Section 4.13, Noise and Vibration). 


Mitigation Measure PR-3—Limit construction-related disruptions to Fremont Central 
Park. Implementation of the following measures will be coordinated as necessary under a 
comprehensive agreement with the City of Fremont: 


m A relocated dog park will be provided. 


m= A temporary pedestrian bridge will be constructed over the cut-and-cover subway 
construction just north of Lake Elizabeth. 


m= Access across the construction zone between the parking lots for the softball fields will 
be provided whenever games are scheduled. 


=m A public pathway across the construction zone from the neighborhood to the east will be 
maintained during construction whenever feasible. 


m To the extent that existing park paths may currently be capable of accommodating 
bicycles, the relocated paths will provide equivalent access. The paths will be well 
signed, and any paths closed for public safety and security will be well marked. At least 
one public pathway across the construction zone near Lake Elizabeth will be maintained 
at all times to accommodate people who walk or ride bicycles to the park from the 
residential areas immediately east of the railroad corridor. 


= BART and the construction contractor will work with the City of Fremont and ACFCD to 
develop and implement a program to maintain Lake Elizabeth’s flood control function or 
provide alternative temporary storage, if necessary, during the construction period. 


= BART and the construction contractor will work with the City of Fremont to find the 
most suitable locations and durations for construction storage. 


= BART and its contractor will coordinate with the City Parks and Recreation staff to 
provide as much advance notice as possible for construction scheduling and other project 
activities that would cause disruptions to the use of Central Park. 


Gomes Neighborhood Park—Because Gomes Neighborhood Park is sufficiently distant from the 
WSX Alternative alignment (approximately 1,000 feet from the subway alignment at its closest point 
and more than 1,300 feet from the closest at-grade segment), construction-related disruptions to the 
park (such as traffic and circulation disruptions, noise, dust, and safety issues) are not anticipated. In 
addition, Gomes Neighborhood Park is separated from the alignment by the width of Fremont Golf 
Course and a residential neighborhood. 


Gomes Elementary School Playground/Athletic Field—Because the Gomes Elementary School 
playground and athletic fields are sufficiently distant from the WSX Alternative alignment and are 
buffered from the alignment by other land uses, no construction-related disruptions to park and 
recreation facilities or programs (e.g., traffic and circulation obstructions; noise, dust, and other 
pollutants; and safety issues) are anticipated. 


Grimmer Elementary School Playground/Athletic Field—The playground and athletic fields at 
Grimmer Elementary School would be subject to temporary effects (e.g., noise and dust) during 
construction of the WSX Alternative (see Sections 4.13, Noise and Vibration, and 4.14, Air Quality). 
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Construction activities would occur along the existing railroad right-of-way and would not affect 
access to these facilities from Newport Drive. 


No-Build Alternative. No facilities would be constructed under the No-Build Alternative. 
Therefore, it would cause no construction-related disruptions to park and recreation facilities or 
programs, such as traffic and circulation obstructions; noise, dust, and other pollutants; and safety 
issues. No effect would result. 


Impacts Related to the Optional Irvington Station 


The discussion of effects related to the optional Irvington Station concludes that there would be no 
substantial effects on parks and recreation in the area proposed for the optional Irvington Station 
because there are no parks or recreation facilities proximate to the location of the optional Irvington 
Station and the optional Irvington Station would not cause substantial demand for new or expanded 
parks or recreational facilities. 
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Section 4.10 
Population, Economics, and Housing 


4.10.1 Introduction 


This section describes existing population and housing characteristics in Fremont. This section also 
analyzes the WSX Alternative’s potential impacts on housing supply and population, including 
displacement of residential and business uses, and identifies mitigation measures to avoid or reduce 
impacts. 


4.10.2 Affected Environment 


4.10.2.1 Methodology for Assessment of Existing 
Conditions 


Unlike most other analyses in this document, the discussion of population and housing impacts is 
related to a larger geographic region than the WSX Alternative corridor and immediately adjacent 
areas. This broader assessment is necessary because social and economic impacts often affect a 
wider geographic area than other impacts; for example, regardless of where in Fremont a property is 
located, property tax revenues benefit school children throughout Fremont. In addition, the data on 
social and economic conditions used in this section are based on units such as census tracts that 
extend beyond the WSX Alternative corridor. Consequently, the population and housing study area 
includes the entire City of Fremont. Statistics about Alameda County are also presented to provide 
context for the characteristics of the city. 


The primary source of data used in this analysis was the 2000 U.S. Census (2000 Census), which 
contains the most recent comprehensive dataset available. Census information was supplemented 
with information from the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) Projections 2000 
(Association of Bay Area Governments 2000). ABAG, a regional agency, develops economic and 
demographic forecasts based on current zoning, general plans, and other local development policies, 
in conjunction with economic and demographic demand coming from both regional and subregional 
areas. 


Other key sources of information consulted on existing population and housing conditions in 
Fremont and Alameda County include the following. 


m= The current Fremont General Plan (City of Fremont 1991, as amended). 


m The Fremont Housing Element 2001—2006 (City of Fremont 2001). 
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= Projections 2002 (Association of Bay Area Governments 2001). 
= City of Fremont Planning Department staff. 


= City of Fremont Economic Development Department staff. 


Population and housing information was derived from the current Fremont General Plan (City of 
Fremont 1991, as amended). Demographic information was obtained from the 2000 Census, 
ABAG’s Projections 2002 (Association of Bay Area Governments 2001), and from staff of the City 
of Fremont’s Planning and Economic Development Departments. Additional information was 
obtained from the California Board of Equalization and Alameda County. 


4.10.2.2 Existing Conditions 


The City of Fremont and Alameda County have undergone substantial changes in population, 
demographics, and housing conditions over the past decade, as well as changes in income, real estate, 
employment, business activity, retail sales, and municipal revenues and expenditures. Fremont has a 
vibrant, healthy economy. The city’s growth rate still outpaces that of Alameda County: residential 
construction is strong and stable; median and average home prices have grown considerably; and 
employment and business activity have significantly outpaced projections. This growth suggests that 
Fremont will soon import workers from other Bay Area locations and beyond. In addition, vacancy 
rates for office and industrial space are currently less than 11% and retail sales growth has increased 
annually, up from declines in the first half of the 1990s. The following sections provide additional 
detail. Fremont’s planning areas, discussed below, are described in detail in Section 4.8, Land Use 
and Planning. 


Demography and Income 


According to the 2000 Census, Fremont contains approximately 68,237 households, with a total 
population of 203,413 persons (3.0 persons per household) and a mean household income of 
$103,100 (Table 4.10-1). The city’s population growth slowed considerably between 1990 and 2000 
from the rapid rate of 37% experienced between 1980 and 1990 to 17% between 1990 and 2000 
(Association of Bay Area Governments 2001). Between 1980 and 1990, the growth in number of 
households in Fremont outpaced population growth; however, this trend reversed between 1990 and 
2000, indicating that household size has grown during the last decade. As might be expected from 
the expansion of the economy in the late 1990s, mean annual household income has increased by 
21%. 
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Table 4.10-1. Population Characteristics, Alameda County and Fremont 


% Change 
1990 2000 1990 to 2000 

Alameda County 

Total population 1,276,702 1,443,741 13.1% 
Number of households 479,518 523,366 9.1% 
Income of all households — mean $68,000 $82,500 21.3% 
Fremont 

Total population 173,339 203,413 17.3% 
Number of households 60,198 68,237 13.4% 
Income of all households — mean $85,200 $103,100 21.0% 


Note: Income data are presented in constant 2000 dollars. 


Sources: Association of Bay Area Governments, Projections 2002 


The 2000 Census indicates that Fremont’s population is predominantly White (41%) and Asian 
(37%), with a smaller percentage of Hispanic- or Latino-heritage inhabitants of any race (13%). 
Other groups represent less than 10% of the city’s population. The racial and ethnic makeup of 
Fremont’s planning areas is generally similar, except that the Irvington Planning Area has twice as 
many Whites as Asians or Latinos, and the Mission San Jose Planning Area is predominantly Asian 
(52%). 


Housing 


The production of single-family residential homes in Fremont was steady over the 4-year period from 
1998 through 2001 (Table 4.10-2). An average of 331 homes was constructed annually during that 
period, with a sharp increase in single-family construction during 1999. Multi-family residential 
construction has been volatile, with more than 400 units produced in 1998 and 2000, and only 2 units 
produced in 2001. Housing production in Fremont falls short of demand, according to ABAG’s 
Regional Housing Needs Determination report. The report indicates there is need for 894 additional 
units per year for the period 1999-2003. 


Between 1999 and 2001, 261 affordable housing units were constructed in Fremont. Of those, 240 
are considered very low- and low-income housing. The remaining 21 units are considered moderate- 
income housing. In 2001, affordable housing assistance programs aided 2,029 very low-income 
households, 1,280 low-income households, and 749 moderate-income households in Fremont. 
Affordable housing production in Fremont also falls short of demand according, to ABAG’s 
Regional Housing Needs Determination report. 
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Table 4.10-2. Residential Building Permit Activity in Fremont, 1998-2001 


Total Single-Family Number of New Total Multi-Family Number of New 
Units Single-Family Units Units Multi-Family Units 
2001 48,799 260 20,296 2 
% change 00-01 0.5% -4% <0.01% -99% 
2000 48,539 271 20,294 469 
% change 99-00 0.5% -40% 2.3% 122% 
1999 48,268 453 19,825 211 
% change 98-99 0.9% 33% 1.0% -48% 
1998 47,815 341 19,614 404 


Source: Association of Bay Area Governments 


The average sale price of a single-family home was $531,820 in 2002. The price increased to 
$542,342 in 2003 and $653,330 in 2004; median sale prices for the same period were $467,000 in 
2002, $475,888 in 2003, and $599,000 in 2004. Sale prices were slightly lower for multi-family 
housing (condominiums), with average sale prices of $319,508 in 2002, $330,426 in 2003, and 
$373,713 in 2004 and median sale prices of $290,000 in 2002, $310,000 in 2003, and $336,000 in 
2004 (Bay East Association of Realtors 2002). 


Employment and Business Activity 


Total employment in Fremont was estimated at 108,410 in 2000. This number reflects an increase of 
almost 45% over employment in 1990 (Association of Bay Area Governments 2002), and 
employment is projected to grow to 130,190 by 2015 (Table 4.10-3). Manufacturing (including high 
technology) and services industries together are expected to continue to dominate the economy: 
according to projections, each will individually account for 33% of the labor force by 2015. 
Employment in the service sector in Fremont increased to 32% in 2000 from a 1990 level of 27% 
(Table 4.10-4) (Association of Bay Area Governments 2002). The largest private employer in any 
sector is New United Motors Manufacturing, Inc. (NUMMI). 


In 2000, the number of employed residents in Fremont was estimated at 108,597, roughly equivalent 
to the 108,410 jobs in Fremont. By 2015, Fremont is projected to have 127,300 employed residents 
and 130,190 total jobs, indicating an increasing number of workers commuting to work in Fremont 
(Association of Bay Area Governments 2002). 
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Table 4.10-3. Growth Projections Alameda County and Fremont, 1990-2015 


% Change 
1990 2000 2005 2010 2015 1990-2015 
Alameda County 
Population 1,276,702 1,443,741 1,534,400 1,588,900 1,628,800 27.6% 
Households 479,518 523,366 543,400 562,010 578,540 20.7% 
Household size 2.59 2.71 2317 2.77 2.76 6.6% 
Employment* 644,100 751,680 790,400 857,450 914,790 42.0% 
Employed residents 645,981 697,882 730,700 789,700 833,800 29.1% 
Mean household income in 68,000 82,500 84,200 88,800 93,400 37.4% 
constant 2000 dollars 
Fremont 
Population 173,339 203,413 214,600 220,500 224,800 29.7% 
Households 60,198 68,237 70,350 72,240 73,960 22.9% 
Household size 2.86 2.96 3.02 3.02 3.01 5.2% 
Employment* 75,100 108,410 115,700 123,270 130,190 73.4% 
Employed residents 96,579 108,597 113,100 121,300 127,300 31.8% 
Mean household income in 85,200 103,100 104,600 110,700 117,100 37.4% 


constant 2000 dollars 


Note: * The employment indicator represents the total number of jobs in the area, some of which are held by local 
residents and the remainder of which are held by workers living outside of the area. 
1990 and 2000 numbers are actual values. 


Source: Association of Bay Area Governments, Projections 2002 


Table 4.10-4. Employment in Fremont 1990, 2000, and 2015 


1990 (Actual) 2000 (Estimated) 2015 (Projected) 

Total employed 75,100 108,410 130,190 
Percentage employed in: 

Agriculture and mining 1.0% 0.8% 0.6% 

Manufacturing and wholesale trade 32.5% 32.5% 33.3% 

Retail trade 18.3% 14.9% 14.0% 

Services 27.1% 31.6% 32.7% 

Other* 20.9% 20.3% 19.5% 
Employed residents 96,579 108,597 127,300 
Net commuters to other areas 21,479 187 -2,890 


Notes: * Other includes jobs in construction, transportation, finance, and government. 


Source: Association of Bay Area Governments, Projections 2002 
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Real Estate Development 


Table 4.10-5 outlines the existing supply and demand (absorption rate) for office and industrial space 
in Fremont. The figures show a vacancy rate of approximate 10% for office space and 11% for 
industrial space and are similar to vacancy rates throughout Silicon Valley for the same time period. 
This statistic includes space within the City of Newark since Newark is entirely surrounded by the 
City of Fremont, and the two cities’ office and industrial markets overlap. Conditions have changed 
substantially since 1990, a period of economic recession, when vacancy rates were 17% for office 
space and 22% for industrial space. Although the supply of office and industrial space has grown in 
the last 10 years, the demand for space has outpaced supply (Fremont Economic Development 2002). 


Table 4.10-5. Summary of Office and Industrial Space: Supply and Absorption, City of Fremont 


Office Space (square feet) Industrial Space (square feet) 
Second Quarter 2004 Second Quarter 2004 

Existing* 2,349,156 9,573,002 
Under construction/new 

construction completed? 0 0 
Vacant 204,740 930,492 
Vacancy rate® 9.9% 11.3%° 
Net absorption 38,469' 188,5308 


Notes: 
“Includes Class A, Class B, Class C, and Suburban Garden Office buildings over 10,000 square feet. 
Source: BT Commercial Real Estate. 

Source: CB Richard Ellis. 

Includes available direct and sublease vacancies. Source: BT Commercial Real Estate. 

Vacant square feet divided by the net rentable area (NRA). Source: CB Richard Ellis. 

This figure is a combined total for both Fremont and Newark. Source: CB Richard Ellis. 

Second quarter net absorption. Source: CB Richard Ellis. 

First quarter net absorption. This figure is a combined total for Fremont and Newark. 


cl m oO a a io” 


Source: CB Richard Ellis. 


Retail Sales 


Retail sales growth from the latter half of the 1990s through 2000 was positive for both Fremont and 
Alameda County (Table 4.10-6). By contrast, between 1989 and 1993/1994, periods of economic 
recession, average growth in retail sales for the both Fremont and Alameda County was negative 
(California Board of Equalization 2000). 
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 


Municipal Revenues and Expenditures 


General financing at the county level has remained relatively stable over the past decade. At the 
county level, charges for services, which have increased from about 6% to about 12% of total 
revenues, represent the largest percentage change in revenues; the portion of Alameda County 
revenues from taxes has declined slightly, from about 28% to about 25% (County of Alameda 2001). 
At the municipal level, revenue from taxes has increased by 5%, accounting for about 70% of city 
revenues, up from about 65% in 1989. Revenue from licenses, permits, and service charges has 
declined from about 9% to about 3% of Fremont revenues (City of Fremont 2001). 


Section 4.10. Population, 
Economics, and Housing 


Table 4.10-7. General Financing, Fiscal Year 2000/2001 Alameda County and City of Fremont 


Alameda County City of Fremont 
(%) (%) 
Revenues 
Taxes and fees 24.9 69.7 
Licenses and permits 0.3 0.3 
Fines, forfeitures, and penalties 1.9 1.8 
Use of money and property 1.3 8.4 
State, federal, and other aid 55.8 11.4 
Charges for current services 12.4 2.3 
Franchises and surcharges 0.0 6.0 
Other revenue 3.4 0.08 
100% 100% 
Total revenues (in 000’s) $1,363,473 $108,871 
Revenues per capita $944 $535 
Current Expenditures 
General government 74 22.4 
Public protection 27.3 73.5 
Public assistance, health, and sanitation 64.8 3.4 
Public ways and facilities 0.2 0 
Recreation and cultural services, education 0.03 0.7 
Capital outlay 0.2 0 
100% 100% 
Total expenditures (in 000’s) $1,353,277 $68,889 
Expenditures per capita $937 $339 


Sources: County of Alameda Comprehensive Annual Financial Report, 2000-2001; City of Fremont, 
Combined Statement of Revenues, Expenditures and Changes in Fund Balances (2000-2001) 
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On the expenditure side, Alameda County is spending less on general government (administration) 
and public facilities, and more on community services than in the early 1990s. In the City of 
Fremont, general government expenditures have increased only slightly (about 8%), but public safety 
costs have increased significantly, from about 45% of total expenditures to about 74%, since 1990 
(County of Alameda 2001, City of Fremont 2001). Table 4.10-7 presents revenues and expenditures 
for Alameda County and the City of Fremont for the 2000/2001 fiscal year. 


Neighborhood Characteristics 


The WSX Alternative alignment crosses or is adjacent to five of Fremont’s planning areas: Central 
Area, Mission San Jose, Irvington, Industrial, and Warm Springs. These planning areas are 
undergoing growth in population and households, and changes in ethnic composition. 


The population of Fremont as a whole grew by 17% from 1990 to 2000. This growth was reflected 
in similar growth in the Mission San Jose and Warm Springs Planning Areas. The Central Area 
experienced the greatest population growth (22%) of the planning areas along the WSX Alternative 
alignment. During the same period, the number of households in the Central Fremont Planning Area 
grew by 14%, consistent with Fremont’s overall household growth rate, indicating that average 
household size increased in Central Fremont. The Irvington Planning Area experienced only 3% 
growth. 


4.10.3 Regulatory Setting 
4.10.3.1 Federal 


The Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended, 
mandates that certain relocation services and payments be made available to eligible residents, 
businesses, and nonprofit organizations displaced by construction and operation of transit-related 
projects. The act establishes uniform and equitable procedures for land acquisition, and provides for 
uniform and equitable treatment of persons displaced from their homes, businesses, or farms by 
federal and federally assisted programs. BART complies with these regulations to address 
relocations that result from capital expansion projects. 


4.10.3.2 State 


The California Government Code requires that relocation assistance be provided to any person, 
business, or farm operation displaced because of the acquisition of real property by a public entity for 
public use (Chapter 16, Section 7260 et seq.). In addition, comparable replacement properties must 
be available or provided for each displaced person within a reasonable period of time prior to 
displacement. 


4.10.3.3 Local 


The Housing Element of the Fremont General Plan (City of Fremont 1991, as amended) contains the 
following goals and objectives that are relevant to the WSX Alternative. 
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= Housing Goal 1: Conservation and Enhancement of Existing Residential Neighborhoods. 


m Housing Goal 2: High Quality and Well-Designed New Housing of All Types Throughout the 
City. 


The city continues to consider these goals from the 1991 Housing Element to be important and 
applicable to the 2001—2006 timeframe. However, the city recently updated the Housing Element of 
the General Plan, as required every 5 years by the state. The current Housing Element was adopted 
by the city in February 2002. New policies will be added to the Housing Element to respond to 
issues identified during the Housing Element update process. Listed below are policies in the current 
Housing Element that are applicable to the WSX Alternative. 


m= Increase emphasis on the production of affordable rental units for very low- and low-income 
households. 


m Expand city partnerships with nonprofit developers to build and maintain affordable residential 
units. 


m Revise city procedures/requirements to encourage additional development of residential units, 
especially affordable units. 


The Irvington Planning Area has been designated as a redevelopment area. A concept plan has been 
developed for the area, in which housing opportunity sites are identified. The plan identifies housing 
and community development goals for the redevelopment amendment process. The following goal is 
relevant to the WSX Alternative. 


m Integrate the potential future BART station and accompanying residential and commercial 
development into Irvington. 


4.10.4 Environmental Consequences and 
Mitigation Measures 


In general, impacts on a population occur when the distribution or concentration of growth is altered 
by the implementation or construction of a project. Adverse impacts on housing occur when a 
project displaces housing or people and requires the construction of replacement housing for people 
who have been displaced. If businesses are displaced, business activity may also be affected. 


4.10.4.1 Methodology for Analysis of Environmental 
Consequences 


This analysis evaluated the impact of the WSX Alternative on population, housing, and business 
activity characteristics outlined in 4.10.2 Affected Environment above. It included assessments of 
residential and business properties displaced by and potential alterations in demographic 
characteristics as a result of the WSX Alternative. 
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4.10.4.2 Alternative-Specific Environmental Analysis 


Impacts Related to Operation of the WSX Alternative 


Impact POP-1—Disruption or division of the physical arrangement of an existing community 
such that social interaction within the community is severely hampered. 


WSX Alternative. With the exception of the area between Walnut Avenue and Stevenson 
Boulevard, and through Fremont Central Park, where the WSX alignment is bordered by residential 
and open space/recreational uses respectively, the WSX Alternative alignment would largely follow 
the existing UP right-of-way, an established transportation corridor. Because the WSX Alternative 
alignment is located within an established transportation corridor, few disruptions to the existing 
community are anticipated. As part of the City of Fremont’s separate grade separations project (see 
Chapter 3, Alternatives Considered, for a full description), grade-separated access would be 
established to provide safer and more efficient vehicle circulation across the WSX Alternative 
alignment 


The majority of the alignment that traverses the area has been owned by BART for more than a 
decade, and has been kept vacant to support future southward extension of BART service. 
Consequently, development of this portion of the WSX Alternative alignment within the BART 
guideway would not disrupt or divide adjacent residential communities. 


Following the installation of the subway through Fremont Central Park, existing recreational uses 
would be reestablished. No elevated structures would be constructed within the park. The only 
permanent aboveground facilities within the park would be one or two ventilation structures. These 
structures would not displace active recreational uses, and would not significantly affect the 
recreational community that uses the park. 


The proposed Warm Springs Station would occupy land that is largely vacant at present, in an area 
that supports concentrated commercial and industrial uses. Therefore, the proposed Warm Springs 
Station would not divide any neighborhoods or established communities. 


Therefore, implementation of the WSX Alternative would not disrupt or divide the physical 
arrangement of existing communities along the WSX Alternative alignment, and this impact is 
considered negligible. 


No-Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative no action-related disruption or division of 
the physical arrangement of an existing community would occur. 


Impact POP-2—Inducement of substantial growth in an area, either directly (e.g., by 
proposing new homes or buildings) or indirectly (e.g., through extension of roads or 
infrastructure), not in accordance with existing community or city plans.' 


WSX Alternative. The WSX Alternative is being developed to accommodate existing commuter 
demand in the area. The WSX Alternative could have an indirect growth-inducing impact by 
accelerating planned growth in a more compact transit-oriented form, particularly in and around the 
Warm Springs BART Station Specific Plan Area. Transit-oriented and infill development could 


' Chapter 5 provides additional analysis of growth issues related to the WSX Alternative. 
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support BART ridership growth and a reduction in automobile commuting trips in the region. Any 
future growth that could result from the WSX Alternative is under the jurisdiction of the City of 
Fremont and will be addressed in the city’s specific planning process (see Chapter 5 for a discussion 
of the indirect effect of the WSX Alternative). 


The WSX Alternative could increase the number of jobs in the WSX Alternative area by 
approximately 29 employees associated with BART operations. This increase represents less than 
0.01 percent of Fremont’s projected employment growth over the next 20 years and is considered 
negligible. Indirect employment growth could also be encouraged if new commercial development 
were to follow the introduction of the Warm Springs BART Station. Because this growth would be 
consistent with the aims of the Fremont General Plan, it is considered a negligible impact. 


In summary, the WSX Alternative could have an indirect growth-inducing impact in the areas 
immediately adjacent to the proposed Warm Springs BART Station. However, the City of Fremont 
is conducting a specific planning process that will include environmental review of any changes in 
land use designations and zoning that would be needed to accommodate anticipated growth, 
including transit-oriented development. This impact is considered negligible. 


No-Build Alternative. No action-related direct or indirect growth inducement would result from the 
No-Build Alternative. 


Impact POP-3—Displacement of existing businesses or housing, especially affordable housing. 


WSX Alternative. A total of approximately 27 parcels would be affected by the WSX Alternative, 
25 of which are privately owned parcels. Of the 25 privately owned parcels, one is residential and 24 
are businesses. Table 4.10-8 provides a list of parcels affected by the WSX Alternative. 


For the single residential property, although the WSX Alternative would require the permanent 
displacement of approximately five parking spaces from the rear of the parking lot at the Presidio 
Apartments, no residential units would be displaced at the facility. Therefore, no residential 
relocations would be required for the WSX Alternative. 


Of the 24 affected privately owned businesses, 16 are expected to be displaced. Relatively small 
portions of the property at the remaining eight businesses would be required for the WSX 
Alternative, and displacement of the operating businesses at the sites is not expected to be required. 
Businesses affected by the WSX Alternative include neighborhood-serving retail businesses such as 
print shops and construction contractor offices, as well as contractor storage lots, container storage 
lots, machine shops, and motorcycle repair shops. None of these businesses are expected to have 
unique relocation requirements that could not be accommodated within or in the general vicinity of 
the WSX Alternative area. 


The WSX Alternative could result in the loss of a portion of the current onsite parking supply for 
certain businesses because of partial acquisition of these parcels. Potential locations at which 
parking supply would be reduced are Yoko’s Dance Academy, the Fremont Swim Club, Skyway 
Business Center, and the Spin-a- Yarn Restaurant. 


Displacements of businesses, including reduction of available parking, and displacement of parking 
at residential developments are considered impacts. Displacement impacts would be minimized by 
constructing the WSX Alternative primarily within the existing UP right-of-way and by 
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implementation of the mitigation measure described below. Mitigation for displacement impacts is 
guided by the Federal Uniform Relocation and Real Properties Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as 
amended. This act sets forth mandatory minimum requirements for acquisition, appraisal, and 
relocation payments and services to compensate for displacements resulting from public agency 
projects. Implementation of the following mitigation measure would ensure that impacts related to 
displacement of residents and businesses are addressed as stipulated by federal and state law and 
therefore minimize the impact. 


Mitigation Measure POP-3—Acquire property and relocate residences and businesses. 
BART?’s Real Estate Services Department will institute an acquisition and relocation program 
that meets the requirements of applicable state and federal acquisition and relocation laws. 
Acquisition will involve compensation at fair market value for properties, and relocation 
assistance will include, but is not limited to, down payments or rental supplements, moving 
costs, business reestablishment reimbursement, and goodwill offers, as appropriate. All 
benefits will be provided in accordance with the Federal Uniform Relocation and Real 
Properties Acquisition Policies Act and applicable state law. 


No-Build Alternative. No existing businesses or housing would be displaced by the No-Build 
Alternative. 


Impact POP-4— Displacement of substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction 
of replacement housing elsewhere. 


WSX Alternative. As described in Impact POP-3 above, only one residential parcel would be 
affected by the WSX Alternative, and no residential displacements would result. Mitigation Measure 
POP-3 would provide compensation for impacts on this residential parcel. Because the WSX 
Alternative would not displace a substantial number of people and would not necessitate the 
construction of offsite replacement housing, no impact would occur. 


No-Build Alternative. No persons would be displaced by the No-Build Alternative, and 
replacement housing elsewhere would be unnecessary. 
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Impacts Related to Construction of the WSX Alternative 


Impact POP-5—Disruption or division of the physical arrangement of an existing community 
such that social interaction within the community is severely hampered. 


WSX Alternative. Temporary community disruption impacts would occur at Fremont Central Park 
during construction of the WSX Alternative. Construction of the WSX Alternative at the park would 
require temporary relocation of Stevenson Boulevard onto the northern edge of the park until the cut- 
and-cover subway section beneath the existing alignment of Stevenson Boulevard is complete. In 
addition, construction of the subway within park boundaries (Stevenson Boulevard to SP Railroad 
Right-of-Way segment of the WSX Alternative alignment, described in Chapter 3, A/ternatives 
Considered) would affect recreational facilities. However, recreational facilities affected by 
construction activities would be temporarily relocated within the park and would remain accessible to 
users. Temporary walkways would be provided over the cut-and-cover construction zone within the 
park, and a temporary pathway connection would be provided on the top of the cofferdam in Lake 
Elizabeth, so the pedestrian/bicycle path around Lake Elizabeth would remain usable. Construction 
zones for ventilation structures would be contained by fencing and screened from view as much as 
possible. 


Although construction would temporarily disrupt some park activities, the WSX Alternative 
construction scenario would provide for continued use of the park and its recreational facilities. 
Moreover, park facilities would be restored to their existing (preconstruction) condition when 
construction of the subway and vent structures in the park is complete. Based on the construction 
scenario described above and in Chapter 3, minimal temporary disruption of the surrounding 
community would result from WSX Alternative construction in Fremont Central Park, and this 
impact is considered negligible. 


No-Build Alternative. No action-related disruption or division of the physical arrangement of an 
existing community would occur under the No-Build Alternative. 


Impact POP-6—Creation of construction-related jobs. 


No substantial construction-period population changes would occur with implementation of the WSX 
Alternative. Construction of the WSX Alternative is expected to employ 300 persons for a 3-year 
period. Approximately 40 engineers would also be employed for 18 months during the design-build 
phase of WSX Alternative development, but they would not be onsite in Fremont. 


As described in Existing Conditions above, total employment in Fremont is projected to grow from 
108,410 in 2000 to 130,190 by 2015, an increase of about 20% (Association of Bay Area 
Governments 2002). Construction-related employment, including employment for the WSX 
Alternative, would constitute approximately 1% of Fremont’s employment growth during this period 
and would be minimal in the context of total employment growth in Fremont. 


Construction employment related to the WSX Alternative would likely generate a temporary demand 
for housing. As a worst-case scenario, if each new employee required separate housing, as many as 
300 new housing units would be required. This figure would represent about 5% of household 
growth projected by 2015 and would be minimal in the context of total households in Fremont. This 
estimate is extremely conservative. No unique construction techniques or equipment would be 
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required to construct the WSX Alternative; therefore, the work force is anticipated to be locally 
derived (Bay Area) and would not require substantial new housing development. Therefore, this is a 
negligible impact. 


No-Build Alternative. No project-related construction jobs would be created under the No-Build 
Alternative. 


Impact POP-7—Substantial diminishment in access to and parking at businesses and 
residences. 


WSX Alternative. Construction vehicles and equipment will use local roadways to access 
construction zones along the WSX Alternative alignment. Truck and equipment traffic may 
temporarily disrupt existing local traffic patterns during the 4-year construction of the extension. 
These circulation changes during construction could make access to existing businesses, residences, 
and facilities near active construction sites and laydown areas difficult. Based on a likely 
construction scenario, as described in Chapter 3, project construction vehicles and equipment would 
use Walnut Avenue, Stevenson Boulevard, Paseo Padre Parkway, Washington Boulevard, Osgood 
Road, stub streets (Blacow Road, Sheldon Court, and Prune Avenue), Auto Mall Parkway, Grimmer 
Road, and Warm Springs Boulevard to access the railroad right-of-way. Warm Springs Court may 
be used to access the southern end of the WSX Alternative alignment. 


Construction laydown areas would be located immediately adjacent to the construction zone, 
minimizing the number of temporary construction easements required from adjacent properties. 
Development along the WSX Alternative alignment backs up to the UP railroad right-of-way. 
Because existing development along the alignment does not face the railroad right-of-way, potential 
for construction activities to block access to businesses or residences or temporarily displace parking 
lots is very low. 


As described in Chapter 3, public roadways within the WSX Alternative area would not be blocked 
during construction. Lanes on Walnut Avenue and Grimmer Boulevard would be narrowed during 
construction of the BART overcrossing, and lanes on Stevenson Boulevard would be temporarily 
relocated south onto city property while the subway section is constructed. Adjacent development 
would not experience a reduction in access because the same number of traffic lanes as currently 
exist would be available throughout the construction period. 


Construction of the WSX Alternative would temporarily reduce the total number of parking spaces 
onsite at the Fremont BART Station by 200 (see Chapter 3). The spaces at the Fremont BART 
Station affected by construction of the WSX Alternative are for BART patrons. Reduction of 
parking at the station would not reduce parking for adjacent development. 


Approximately 40 parking spaces would be temporarily lost in the rear parking lot of the Presidio 
Apartments. The rear parking lot has a total of approximately 78 parking spaces, and the Presidio 
Apartments complex has other parking lots in addition to this lot. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure POP-7 includes a measure to maintain existing parking supplies, which would minimize this 
parking impact. 


Construction at Paseo Padre Parkway and Washington Boulevard would not disrupt traffic or access 
to surrounding properties because the City of Fremont’s grade separations project would allow for 
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unrestricted crossing of the construction zones. Development adjacent to the grade separations 
would not be required to access the construction zone; therefore no local access would be blocked. 


Osgood Road would be used as an access point for construction vehicles at Washington Boulevard 
Blacow Road, Sheldon Road, and Prune Avenue. Properties with access onto these streets would not 
be blocked by construction vehicles using these public rights-of-way because they would be used for 
access to the construction zone only. Staging of vehicles on the public roadways would be avoided 
because direct access to the UP railroad right-of-way is available from these stub streets. Flaggers 
would direct traffic when construction vehicles enter or exit the construction zone as needed to avoid 
disruption of traffic flows on Washington Boulevard and Osgood Road. 


Businesses along Osgood Road from Washington Boulevard to Grimmer Road would have no 
change in access. Construction vehicles and equipment would use major roadways and stub streets 
from Osgood, Blacow Road, Sheldon Court, and Prune Avenue to access the construction zone. No 
changes to business or residential access along these public roadways would be required to construct 
the WSX Alternative. 


Construction vehicles would access the Warm Springs Station site from Grimmer Road and Warm 
Springs Road. Access to adjacent development would not be obstructed during the construction 
period. Construction south of the Warm Springs Station could be accessed from the station site or 
from Warm Springs Court. Access to businesses from Warm Springs Court would not be restricted 
by construction activities. On-street parking supply to businesses along Warm Springs Court in front 
of businesses would not be restricted. 


Diminishment of access at businesses and residences is considered an impact. The construction 
scenario under which the WSX Alternative would be built and the following mitigation measure 
would minimize this impact. 


Mitigation Measure POP-7—Maintain access, traffic control, and parking supply 
during construction. BART will develop and implement a traffic and access control plan in 
consultation with the City of Fremont, local business associations, and local neighborhood 
and homeowners’ associations. Before construction begins, BART and its contractors will 
verify that the traffic and access control plan avoids restriction of access and that flaggers are 
used to direct traffic in potentially congested zones such as the Washington Boulevard and 
Osgood Road area. Construction workers and contractors will be advised to carpool and park 
onsite when feasible to reduce temporary impacts on parking for adjacent residences and 
businesses. Movement of heavy equipment and supplies to and from construction sites will 
be scheduled during non-peak travel times. Similarly, temporary lane closures due to work 
on aerial or below-grade structures will be scheduled for non-peak travel times. Access to 
businesses and residences will be maintained throughout construction phases, and existing 
parking supply will not be reduced. 


No-Build Alternative. No diminishment in access to and parking at businesses and residences 
would occur under the No-Build Alternative. 


Impacts Related to Operation of the Optional Irvington Station 


Some of the impacts and mitigation measures identified for the WSX Alternative would also apply to 
the optional Irvington Station. As appropriate, the discussion below refers to the previous section, 
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Impacts Related to Warm Springs Extension, for descriptions of those impacts and mitigation 
measures that apply to both the WSX Alternative and the optional Irvington Station. 


Impact POP-8—Disruption or division of the physical arrangement of an existing community 
as a result of the Irvington Station option, such that social interaction within the community is 
severely hampered. 


WSX Alternative. Implementation of the Irvington Station option would not disrupt or divide the 
physical arrangement of the existing community in the vicinity of the Irvington Station site. The 
station and associated facilities would have an 18-acre footprint, the majority within the existing UP 
right-of-way and the remainder encompassing 11 residential parcels adjacent to the alignment. The 
residential area potentially displaced by the station is isolated and physically separate from other 
residential uses in the vicinity. Consequently, although 10 residential units would be displaced if the 
Irvington Station were implemented, these displacements would not affect the physical arrangement 
or function of surrounding communities. Access along Osgood Road would be improved, and access 
across the WSX Alternative alignment from Washington Boulevard would be maintained and 
improved as a result of the City of Fremont’s separate grade separations project. This impact is 
considered negligible. 


No-Build Alternative. No disruption or division of the physical arrangement of an existing 
community would occur as a result of the No-Build Alternative. 


Impact POP-9—Inducement of substantial growth in an area as a result of the Irvington 
Station option, either directly (e.g., by proposing new homes or buildings) or indirectly (e.g., 
through extension of roads or infrastructure) not in accordance with existing community or 
city plans.” 


WSX Alternative. The WSX Alternative is being developed to accommodate existing commuter 
demand in the area, and the same would be true of the optional Irvington Station, if constructed. 
Parcels surrounding the Irvington Station site are largely built-out, supporting primarily residential 
development with smaller areas of industrial and commercial uses (see Section 4.8, Land Use and 
Planning). 


The Fremont General Plan acknowledges that introduction of a BART station in the Irvington area 
could generate land use changes such as increasing commercial and higher-density residential 
development and mixed-use development. The general plan encourages revitalization of areas within 
the vicinity of the Irvington Station site; Fremont’s intent is to support economic vitality and 
pedestrian-oriented commercial centers within the Irvington Area. The general plan also supports the 
city’s active role in development of a BART station within this area (City of Fremont 1991, as 
amended). Consequently, growth in the immediate vicinity of the Irvington Station is consistent with 
the Fremont General Plan and would not constitute an adverse impact. 


The optional Irvington Station could increase the number of jobs in the area by approximately 
10 employees associated with BART operations. This increase represents less than 0.01% of 
Fremont’s projected employment growth over the next 20 years, and is considered negligible. 
Indirect employment growth could also be encouraged if new commercial development were to 


* Chapter 5 provides additional analysis of growth issues related to the optional Irvington Station. 
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follow the introduction of a new station in this area. Because such growth would be consistent with 
the aims of the Fremont General Plan, it is also considered a negligible impact. 


In summary, the optional Irvington Station has the potential to foster growth in immediately adjacent 
areas. Any specific proposals for transit-oriented development surrounding the proposed station site 
will be subject to appropriate environmental review at that time. This impact is considered 
negligible. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative will not result in inducement of substantial growth 
in any area. 


Impact POP-10—Displacement of existing businesses or housing as a result of the optional 
Irvington Station, especially affordable housing. 


WSX Alternative. Impact POP-3 as described above would also apply to the optional Irvington 
Station. Table 4.10-9 lists the displacements that would be necessary for the optional Irvington 
Station. Ten residences and four businesses are expected to be displaced. These businesses and 
residences are not expected to have unique relocation requirements that could not be accommodated 
within or in the general vicinity of the WSX Alternative area. However, this is considered an impact. 


None of the 10 residences that would be displaced by the optional Irvington Station are considered 
by the City of Fremont to be affordable housing (Schwob pers. comm.). Therefore, no impacts 
would occur on affordable housing as a result of the optional Irvington Station. 


Mitigation Measure POP-3 would ensure that impacts related to displacement of residents and 
businesses at the Irvington Station site are addressed as stipulated by federal and state laws. 


Mitigation Measure POP-3—Acquire property and relocate residences and businesses. 
This mitigation measure is described above. 


No-Build Alternative. No existing businesses or housing would be displaced by the No-Build 
Alternative. 


Impact POP-11—Displacement of substantial numbers of people as a result of the optional 
Irvington Station, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. 


WSX Alternative. Impact POP-4 as described above would also apply to the optional Irvington 
Station. Based on average household size in Fremont (three persons per household), the optional 
Irvington Station would result in the relocation of approximately 30 residents, or 0.01% of the total 
Fremont population. This does not constitute relocation of a substantial number of people. 
Therefore, this would be a negligible impact. 


No-Build Alternative. No persons would be displaced by the No-Build Alternative, and 
replacement housing elsewhere would be unnecessary. 
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Impacts Related to Construction of the Optional Irvington Station 


Impact POP-12—Disruption or division of the physical arrangement of an existing community 
in the vicinity of the Irvington Station site such that social interaction within the community is 
severely hampered. 


WSX Alternative. Construction would not disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of existing 
communities in the vicinity of the optional Irvington Station. Construction-related impacts would be 
temporary, and areas surrounding the site would either be improved or restored to preconstruction 
conditions following construction. Access across the WSX Alternative corridor from Washington 
Boulevard would be maintained during construction, because grade-separated roadways would 
already be in place as a result of the City of Fremont’s grade separations project. Construction 
vehicles and equipment would access the optional Irvington Station from Osgood Road and 
Washington Boulevard, as described for the WSX Alternative (see Impact POP-7). Construction 
traffic management may be required to avoid traffic congestion along Osgood Road. Mitigation 
Measure POP-7 would minimize this impact. 


Mitigation Measure POP-7—Maintain access, traffic control, and parking supply 
during construction. This mitigation measure is described above. 


No-Build Alternative. No disruption or division of the physical arrangement of an existing 
community would occur under the No-Build Alternative. 


Impact POP-13—Creation of construction-related jobs as a result of implementation of the 
Irvington Station option. 


WSX Alternative. Construction of the optional Irvington Station is not expected to employ any 
additional workers beyond those required to construct the WSX Alternative and would not result in 
an important increase in demand for temporary housing. There would be no impact. 


No-Build Alternative. No Irvington Station-related construction jobs would be created under the 
No-Build Alternative. 


Impact POP-14—Substantial diminishment in access to and parking at businesses and 
residences near Irvington Station site. 


WSX Alternative. Construction vehicles and equipment would access the optional Irvington Station 
from Washington Boulevard and Osgood Road. Vehicles would use property acquired for the city’s 
grade separations project for construction staging and access, thereby avoiding blocking businesses 
and residences in the Irvington District or reducing parking supply within the district. Mitigation 
Measure POP-7 would minimize this impact. 


Mitigation Measure POP-7—Maintain access, traffic control, and parking supply 
during construction. This mitigation measure is described above. 


No-Build Alternative. No diminishment in access to and parking at businesses and residences 
would occur under the No-Build Alternative. 
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Section 4.11 
Aesthetics 


4.11.1 Introduction 


This section of the EIS describes the existing aesthetic characteristics in the WSX Alternative area; 
analyzes the nature and extent of physical aesthetics-related changes resulting from the WSX 
Alternative, the visibility of those changes, and their impacts on the viewing public; and identifies 
mitigation measures to address impacts. 


In addition, this section addresses anticipated future alterations in scenic views due to other projects 
such as the City of Fremont’s grade separations project. 


4.11.2 Affected Environment 


4.11.2.1 Methodology for Assessment of Existing 
Conditions 


Study Area 


For the purposes of this analysis, the study area for aesthetics is the area from which elements of the 
WSxX Alternative are visually prominent, which is generally the area within approximately 300 feet 
of the WSX Alternative alignment. Because the WSX Alternative follows a long, linear alignment, 
the study area was divided into the following three visual analysis areas, each of which encompasses 
generally similar aesthetic conditions and concerns (see Figure 4.1 1-1). 


1. Central Fremont and Fremont Central Park (from the existing Fremont BART Station to Paseo 
Padre Parkway). 


2. Irvington area (from Paseo Padre Parkway to Auto Mall Parkway). 


3. North Industrial area (from Auto Mall Parkway to Mission Boulevard). 


In general, the degree of development and number of people affected by development of the WSX 
Alternative decrease from the city’s central business district in the northern part of the proposed 
alignment to the WSX Alternative terminus in an undeveloped industrial area in the southern part of 
the alignment. 
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The existing conditions of the study area at the time the notice of intent (NOI) was issued are 
described below. In addition to the existing conditions, the conditions resulting from the city’s grade 
separations project are described below. The city’s grade separations project is recognized as a 
change to the existing setting that will occur before the Proposed Project is constructed and therefore 
must be taken into account in project design and in evaluating impacts and alternatives. 


Methodology and Terminology 


The identification of existing visual resources and viewing conditions in the area the WSX 
Alternative traverses entails three steps. 


1. Objective identification of visual features and resources of the landscape. 


2. Assessment of the character and quality of those resources relative to overall regional and local 
visual character. 


3. Identification of the importance to people, sensitivity, or view of visual resources in the 
landscape. 


The following terms are used in this section to describe visual conditions within the aesthetics study 
area. 


= Constructed or Built Environment — Refers to the type and intensity of development and 
noteworthy constructed visual features in the study area. The height, depth, and mass of 
structures, together with the interplay of undeveloped spaces, define scale relationships. 


m Streetscape — Refers to the width of a street, its landscaping components, the height of buildings 
fronting the street thus defining the scale relative to the pedestrian environment, building 
setbacks, and the continuity of structural design fronting the street. A streetscape is well defined 
and considered to be of higher visual quality when the streetscape features reflect human scale 
(i.e., the streets are landscaped; buildings have similar setbacks, height, and scale; and building 
facades are related and continuous). 


= Key Views and Visually Prominent Features — Refers to important view corridors and visually 
distinctive natural features or constructed elements that are visible from a distance, from public 
spaces, or from locations where large numbers of people congregate or pass on any given day. 
Public spaces include roads, government centers, parks, and designated scenic viewpoints. 


Sources 


The following sources were used to compile information on current aesthetics conditions in the study 
area. 


m Current Fremont General Plan (City of Fremont 1991, as amended) 


m Reconnaissance surveys and field photography 2002 and 2003. 
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4.11.2.2 Existing Conditions 


Viewer Groups 


Viewer groups in the WSX Alternative area consist of residents, park users, users of educational 
facilities, workers at office or industrial sites, and pedestrians, bicyclists and drivers using roadways 
in the vicinity of the Proposed Project alignment. The existing visual conditions typically 
encountered by these viewer groups are described below. This EIS will identify where the WSX 
Alternative would be viewed by those viewer groups and the degree of impact, negative or positive. 


Regional Setting 


The WSX Alternative alignment and station areas are located in the central and southern portions of 
the City of Fremont in Southern Alameda County. This area is characterized by land that gently 
slopes towards San Francisco Bay from rounded and rolling grass-covered hills to the east. This 
topography is a result of geologic features created by the Hayward fault. Seasonal changes are 
notable because the natural grasslands turn green in response to winter rainfall and become gold 
during the summer dry season. Key views in this setting include broad vistas of the East Bay hills. 


Fremont’s cultural history is reflected in the built and cultivated landscapes through which the WSX 
Alternative corridor runs. Palms and fruit-bearing trees along streetscapes are a legacy of an 
agricultural past. (See Section 4.12, Cultural Resources, for a detailed description of the region’s 
cultural history.) The central business district, with new infill development and well-developed 
streetscape design, reflects the more recent character of intensifying development. Further south 
along the corridor, the historic Irvington district exhibits a combination of old commercial buildings 
with one-story bungalows and newer non-residential and residential development. Neighborhoods 
are typified by California Ranch style architecture in an open suburban setting. Further south still, 
rectilinear industrial buildings in large lots with undeveloped streetscapes are interspersed with large 
areas of undeveloped open land, remnants of the region’s former ranching and farming lifestyle that 
characterizes the southern portion of the WSX Alternative alignment. 


Local Setting 


The 5.4-mile study area lies adjacent to the commencement of the foothills to the east and gently 
slopes to the west. Although much of the area through which the WSX Alternative alignment passes 
is developed, the railroad alignment that some of the WSX Alternative alignment would occupy has 
historically served industrial needs and currently is surrounded by vacant and underdeveloped land. 
Major structural features of the local built environment include, from north to south, the existing 
Fremont BART Station and embankment, multi-story residential and office buildings in the central 
business district, existing freight railroad trackways on low berms with fenced rights-of-way, new 
multi-story residential developments within sight of the railroad rights-of-way, low-density mixed- 
use and industrial areas, and low utilitarian structures associated with the long presence of railroads 
and rail freight service in the industrial areas. 


The WSX Alternative alignment intersects several roadways that are designated scenic routes by the 
City of Fremont. Designated scenic routes adjacent to the WSX Alternative alignment include 
Mission Boulevard, Paseo Padre Parkway, Fremont Boulevard, Warm Springs Boulevard, and 
Washington Boulevard. Fremont’s scenic route designation was adopted in 1975 as part of the then 
required Scenic Highways Element of the Fremont General Plan. While the Scenic Highways 
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Element is no longer a required part of the Fremont General Plan, Fremont considers the scenic 
qualities of key roads as important for planning purposes (City of Fremont 1991, as amended). The 
Fremont General Plan also designates the BART alignment as a scenic route (City of Fremont 1991, 
as amended). 


Fremont’s designated scenic routes generally provide intermittent views of the hills and are 
characterized as having a designed streetscape compared to other roads in the city. Each scenic route 
outside the hilly areas of Fremont has a theme tree (or trees), and several have landscaped medians 
and relatively lush landscaping along the edges of the road. 


The visual analysis areas are discussed individually below. 


Central Fremont and Fremont Central Park Visual Analysis Area 
Central Fremont 


Figure 4.11-1 identifies the central Fremont and Fremont Central Park visual analysis area. In the 
central Fremont portion, the existing Fremont BART Station forms the eastern border of the area 
designated by the City of Fremont as its central business district. The built environment of the 
central business district includes a wide variety of architectural styles for hospital, office, 
commercial, and retail buildings. This area can be described as having an auto-dominated visual 
character, with broad streets, a generally horizontal building form for multi-story developments, large 
setbacks between buildings, and large paved areas fronting and surrounding buildings devoted to 
parking. There are several points in the area that provide open views toward the hills to the east, 
notably Mission Peak. 


The WSX Alternative alignment extends south from the Fremont BART Station, crossing over 
Walnut Avenue and into the designated BART right-of-way, which contains Tule Pond, an important 
landscape feature to the south of Walnut Avenue, surrounded by dense foliage. The WSX 
Alternative right-of-way in this area is bordered on either side by condominium complexes, each 
with their own architectural character and landscaping. The area north of the alignment contains 
high-density housing. 


Viewers who would be affected by the WSX Alternative in this area include residents of the 
condominiums; BART and bus transit commuters using the existing Fremont Station; office workers 
and shoppers; and travelers, pedestrians, and bicyclists on streets immediately adjacent to the existing 
Fremont BART Station area. 


Fremont Central Park 


The Fremont General Plan regards both Fremont Central Park and Lake Elizabeth as unique visual 
features. Lake Elizabeth occupies a large portion of the park and is its main focal point. The lake is 
ringed by a wide paved trail. The trail is sparsely vegetated, providing users with constant 
unobstructed views across the water. 


The landscape character of the park can be described as related to rural green fields, with winding 
curvilinear pathways leading to discrete activity areas for sports recreation. Trees range from young 
newly planted deciduous species to mature eucalyptus and evergreens on the southern periphery and 
also forming background view features. 


The East Bay hills and Mission Peak provide the major elements of the background view from the 
sports complex in the park north of the lake along Stevenson Boulevard. Tall steel poles supporting 
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floodlight arrays, high fencing surrounding softball fields, and elements of the park’s parking areas 
dominate the foreground and middle-ground views from Stevenson Boulevard. The easternmost 
portion of the park is bounded by Mission Creek, hidden from view by thick foliage of the mature 
tree plantings south of Lake Elizabeth, and the former SP railroad tracks. The character of the built 
environment includes elements related to sports and recreational facilities. 


The two major streets bordering the park, Stevenson Boulevard and Paseo Padre Parkway, are 
designated as scenic routes. The city’s grade separations project will change Paseo Padre Parkway 
by creating an underpass where the street currently crosses the railroad right-of-way at grade. 


Outside the park but within the central Fremont and Fremont Central Park visual analysis area are the 
former SP tracks and former WP railroad tracks to the east. The two sets of tracks are within the UP 
right-of-way, which is paralleled by overhead utility lines owned and operated by Pacific Gas and 
Electric Company (PG&E). The 700-foot-by-1,000-foot area just east of the park’s nature area 
between the two railroad tracks has no structures in it. Just north of Paseo Padre Parkway within the 
proposed BART right-of-way are three small service buildings owned by the San Francisco Public 
Utilities Commission Hetch Hetchy Water District. These service buildings are briefly visible from 
Paseo Padre Parkway from the east and south, but mature tree growth obscures the view of these 
buildings from Paseo Padre Parkway from the west. 


Towards the southern end of this visual analysis area, the existing railroad corridor through which the 
WSX Alternative runs enters an open area of agricultural and vacant land. A variety of fencing types 
lines both sides of the right-of-way. 


Fremont Central Park is a focal point of community life and is heavily used by a broad base of the 
citizenry. Viewers who would be affected by the WSX Alternative include a wide variety of park 
visitors, including passive and active recreational users, sports-team participants, joggers, bicyclists, 
and commuters traveling on the park’s periphery. 


Irvington Visual Analysis Area 


As the alignment extends to the south, it enters the Irvington visual analysis area (see Figure 4.11-1). 
At the north end of the Irvington visual analysis area, the WSX Alternative alignment is located 
between the former WP and former SP tracks in the historic railroad corridor. The area is vacant and 
open in character. The raised rail beds and the paralleling utility lines establish the corridor’s visual 
aspect. Condominiums and single-family homes occupy the eastern area of the corridor, immediately 
south of Paseo Padre Parkway. To the west of the Irvington visual analysis area, the appearance is 
mixed and includes several multi-family residential complexes and areas of single-family homes, 
some of which back up to the former SP tracks. The southern portion of the area contains a storage 
area for a building supply operation. 


The historic center of the Irvington community, which is more fully described in Section 4.8, Land 
Use and Planning, 1s located at the intersection of Washington Boulevard and Fremont Boulevard, 
several blocks to the west of the WSX Alternative alignment. Several older commercial structures 
fronting directly on Washington Boulevard between this historic node and the railroad corridor 
suggest this area’s pre-suburban past. The street is also lined by single-family structures, some of 
which are now used for commercial businesses, dating from the 1920s through 1950s. 


Immediately east of the rail corridor, Washington Boulevard slopes up a small escarpment that marks 
the trace of the Hayward fault. This escarpment provides views of old Irvington, the treetops of 
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Fremont, and on clear days the mountains across San Francisco Bay to the west. At the base of the 
escarpment, the current intersection of Washington Boulevard and Osgood Road, a row of large old 
palm trees and a cluster of large olive trees are located. This intersection is part of the city’s grade 
separations project, and its character will change as a result of the automobile overpass construction 
prior to the construction of the WSX Alternative. 


At the southeast corner of the Washington and Osgood intersection is the former site of the Gallegos 
Winery, marked by caves excavated into exposed rock of the hillside. Referred to as the Gallegos 
Winery ruins, the site is a city-listed historic resource (Section 3.8, Cultural Resources). The winery 
site is owned by BART, and the Proposed Project is designed to retain this historic resource in its 
present state. 


South of the Washington Boulevard area, the rail corridor narrows. The area to the immediate west 
of the rail corridor comprises several residential neighborhoods, with older one-story, single-family 
homes predominating in the area south of Carol Avenue. The homes are screened from the rail 
corridor by a variety of existing fencing. There is also an elementary school (E. M. Grimmer 
Elementary School) that borders the corridor in this area. To the east of the rail corridor and on both 
sides of Osgood Road are large industrially zoned parcels, some developed with moderately sized 
single-story flat-roofed industrial buildings surrounded by paved parking areas and others that are 
vacant. The City of Fremont designates Washington Boulevard and Driscoll Road as scenic routes. 


Viewers who would be affected by the WSX Alternative include residents of Irvington and the 
neighborhoods surrounding the alignment in this area; business and retail visitors; attendees of the 
church and community center; and commuters traveling through the area by foot, bicycle, car, and 
bus transit. 


North Industrial Visual Analysis Area 


To the south of Irvington, the alignment enters the north industrial visual analysis area (see Figure 
4.11-1). The landscape in this area is basically flat and open, sloping slightly to the west. Parcels of 
land once used for agriculture are primarily vacant, with little cultivation of commercial crops. Some 
older farm buildings remain as residences surrounded by large areas of open space; others, as in the 
case of the building located at the corner of Warm Springs Boulevard/Osgood Road and Grimmer 
Boulevard, have been converted to commercial use. The former house at that location is used as a 
commercial flower stand. 


The built environment in this area has an industrial character, which is dominated by the horizontal 
lines of the railroad tracks that extend to the horizon, the light-colored crushed rock of the slightly 
elevated rail beds, the steel towers supporting electric transmission lines along the corridor between 
Auto Mall Parkway (formerly Durham Road) and the New United Motor Manufacturing, Inc. 
(NUMMI) auto production plant, and industrial buildings along the corridor. Buildings adjacent to 
the WSX Alternative corridor in this area are generally one or two stories, approximately 30 to 40 
feet in height. 


The rail alignment in the north industrial visual analysis area passes over Grimmer Boulevard on two 
bridges. Views of the hills to the east and the mountains to the west across the Bay are prominent 
from the more open portions of the corridor along Osgood Road and Warm Springs Boulevard. The 
views of the hills dominate the scene and play a central role in defining this area’s visual character. 
In this area, Fremont Boulevard, I-680, and Mission Boulevard are all designated as scenic routes by 
both Alameda County and the City of Fremont. 
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Viewers who would be affected by the Proposed Project primarily consist of persons traveling 
through the area by car and, to a lesser extent, persons working at local industrial businesses. 


4.11.3 Regulatory Setting 


The following federal and local laws, regulations, ordinances, and rules relate to visual resources and 
the construction and operation of the WSX Alternative. 


4.11.3.1 Federal 


NEPA requires federal agencies to take into consideration the impacts of proposed federal 
actions on the human environment. The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations 
identify aesthetics as one of the factors in the human environment that must be considered in 
determining the impacts of a federal action. Title 23 U.S.C. 109(h) and the Federal Highway 
Administration’s Technical Advisory T 6640.8A (TA) cite the aesthetic impact of a proposed 
action as a matter that must be fully considered in the preparation of environmental documents. 


4.11.3.2 Local 


The Fremont General Plan provides Fremont’s official policy regarding the future character and 
quality of development, especially related to scenic routes, architectural character, and contextual 
planning. BART also has a number of policies that guide planning and design. While BART, as a 
multi-county transit district, is not legally required to comply with local plans and policies, BART’s 
practice is to work with the jurisdictions that it serves to create high-quality functional and aesthetic 
design. BART would work with the City of Fremont during the design development process to 
facilitate collaboration on design compatibility. 


The conceptual designs for the WSX Alternative alignment are intended to achieve, to the extent 
feasible, compatibility with design development policies and guidelines as referenced in both 
BART?’s Strategic Plan and the Fremont General Plan. The following two city policies are directly 
relevant to WSX Alternative. 


m Policy NR14.1.1: “The following routes are designated scenic routes for the City of Fremont: I- 
680, State Route 84 through Niles Canyon, State Route 84 from the western City limits to I-880, 
Mission Boulevard, Paseo Padres Parkway, Fremont Boulevard, Mowry Avenue, Stevenson 
Boulevard, Warm Springs Boulevard and Washington Boulevard. The BART alignment is also 
considered a scenic route.” 


m Policy T 3.1.2: “Require transportation facilities that aesthetically complement their built and 
natural environment. 


Q Implementation 1: Work with transportation providers like BART to develop station designs 
that complement the areas in which they are located. 


Q Implementation 2: The BART extension shall be trenched, covered and sound insulated 
under Central Park and shall be grade separated along with the existing railroad. 


Q Implementation 5: Implement policies and programs related to scenic routes as discussed in 
the Visual Resources Section of the Natural Resources Chapter.” 
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4.11.4 Environmental Consequences and 
Mitigation Measures 


4.11.4.1 Methodology for Analysis of Environmental 
Consequences 


The approach for this visual assessment is adapted from FHWA’s visual impact assessment system 
(Federal Highway Administration 1983) in combination with other established visual assessment 
systems. The FHWA assessment system prescribes a systematic means for defining a range of 
settings and determining how proposed changes can be evaluated. It is commonly used to assess the 
visual impacts of all types of linear transportation projects throughout California. The visual impact 
assessment process involves identification of the following. 


m= Visual resources (1.e., visual character and quality) of the region, the immediate action area, and 
the action site (as described in Section 4.11.2). 


m Viewer groups (as described in Section 4.11.2). 


= Important viewing locations (e.g., roads) and the general visibility of the action area and site (see 
Figure 4.11-2 below). 


= Potential impacts. 


This aesthetic analysis presents the anticipated impacts of the WSX Alternative on the existing visual 
quality and visual resources of the aesthetics study area. Key features are described and findings are 
expressed in accordance with BART guidelines for environmental documents. 


Once baseline (existing) conditions have been established, a proposed action or other change to the 
landscape can be systematically evaluated to determine whether it would have an impact, either 
adverse or beneficial, on the environment. Whether an impact is considered adverse depends on a 
combination of two factors: the magnitude of change in the visual resource (1.e., visual character and 
quality) and viewer sensitivity or viewers’ responses to and concern for those changes. This general 
process is similar for all established federal procedures of visual assessment (Smardon et al. 1986) 
and represents a suitable methodology of visual assessment. 


Viewer Sensitivity 


Viewer sensitivity or concern is based on the visibility of resources in the landscape, the proximity of 
viewers to the visual resource, the relative elevation of viewers compared to the visual resource, the 
frequency and duration of views, the number of viewers, and the types and expectations of 
individuals and viewer groups. Public views are considered of much greater sensitivity than private 
views. 


In considering the visual impacts of the WSX Alternative, viewpoint locations, including distance 
and elevation of the viewer with respect to elements of the WSX Alternative, were evaluated to 
determine how they would most influence impact perception. Generally, the closer a viewer is to the 
resource, the more dominant the resource and the greater its importance to the viewer. The height, 
color, placement, and lighting of the WSX Alternative’s components, appurtenant structures, and 
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associated pedestrian, bicyclist, or other commuter mode amenities would have the greatest influence 
from close-in viewpoints. As the observer moves away from a given site, specific details of these 
physical elements become less important in defining visual impact, while structural height, mass, 
reflectivity, color, and relation to long-distance views emerge as more important for consideration. 


Visual sensitivity also depends on the number and type of viewers and the frequency and duration of 
views. Generally, visual sensitivity increases with an increase in total numbers of viewers, the 
frequency of viewing (e.g., daily or seasonally), and the duration of views (i.e., how long a scene is 
viewed). Also, visual sensitivity is higher for views seen by people who are driving for pleasure; 
people engaging in recreational activities such as hiking, biking, or camping; and homeowners; 
sensitivity tends to be lower for views seen by people driving to and from work or as part of their 
work (U.S. Forest Service 1974, Federal Highway Administration 1983, U.S. Soil Conservation 
Service 1978). Views from recreation trails and areas, scenic highways, and scenic overlooks are 
generally assessed as having high visual sensitivity. 


4.11.4.2 Methodology for Preparation of Visual Simulations 


To help assess potential visual changes resulting from to the WSX Alternative, photographs were 
taken of locations that are subject to visual change. The photographs were taken from the 
perspective of pedestrians, residents, and drivers. These perspective views illustrate locations where 
elements of the WSX Alternative would most affect people living, working, and traveling in or 
through the area. The locations for the photographs and subsequent visual simulations were chosen 
based on areas where new structures could be seen from streets or other public places, areas where 
new stations or support facilities are proposed, and areas that are visually sensitive locations (e.g., 
Fremont Central Park). Support facilities include ventilation, traction power and train control 
facilities, as well as maintenance facilities. 


As part of the visual analysis, this EIS presents a series of visual simulations to portray “before” and 
“after” visual conditions from public viewpoints. The simulation viewpoint locations and general 
view direction are illustrated in Figure 4.11-2. The simulations, presented as Figures 4.11-3 through 
4.11-9, illustrate the location, scale, and conceptual appearance of the WSX Alternative as seen from 
the following seven representative viewpoints. 


= Viewpoint 1 — View east along Walnut Avenue. 

= Viewpoint 2 — View southeast from parking area behind The Benton development. 
= Viewpoint 3 — View to west from Stevenson Boulevard near Gallaudet Drive. 

= Viewpoint 4 — View to east from the current parking area in Fremont Central Park. 


m Viewpoint 5 — View north on Osgood Road looking toward the Osgood Road/Washington 
Boulevard intersection. 


m Viewpoint 6 — View to northwest from Warm Springs Boulevard near Grimmer Boulevard. 


= Viewpoint 7 — View to west on Warm Springs Court near Warm Springs Boulevard. 


The visual simulation images were produced using computer modeling and rendering techniques. 
The computer-generated visual simulations are the result of analytical and computer modeling and 
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are accurate within the constraints of available site and project data. A brief description of the 
technical simulation methods is provided below. 


A single-lens reflex (SLR) 35-millimeter (mm) camera with a slightly wide angle, 35-mm lens (54- 
degree view angle) was used to shoot site photographs. Existing topographic and aerial photographs 
supplied by the City of Fremont and BART engineers provided the basis for developing an initial 
digital model. Site location data for each photograph was collected using rectified aerial photographs 
and detailed project mapping. Photo location data was later incorporated into the three—dimensional 
(3D) digital model. 


A 3D model of the proposed improvements was also developed using design data supplied by BART. 
BART staff supplemented conceptual engineering plans, sections, and profiles with additional 
information, including typical facility dimensions and aesthetic character photographs taken in the 
City of Fremont and at selected existing BART facilities. The 3D computer model of the proposed 
facilities was combined with the digital site model to produce a complete computer model of the 
WSX Alternative. A set of computer-generated perspective plots was then produced to realistically 
represent the selected viewpoints. 


For each of the simulation viewpoints, global positioning system (GPS) viewer location data were 
added to the 3D digital model using the typical convention of 5 feet as the assumed eye level. 
Computer “wireframe” perspective plots were overlaid on the corrected photographs to verify scale 
and viewpoint location. Digital visual simulation images were then produced based on computer 
renderings of the 3D model combined with digital versions of the selected site photographs. Current 
landscaping is portrayed at approximately 8 to 10 years of maturity for illustrative purposes. The 
final hard-copy visual simulation images produced for the EIS document were printed from these 
digital image files. 


4.11.4.3 Alternative-Specific Environmental Analysis 


The following analysis provides descriptions of visual impacts that would result from both operation 
and construction of the WSX Alternative, the optional Irvington Station (as appropriate), and the No- 
Build Alternative. The analysis reviews each of the three visual analysis areas from north to south, 
identifies where and what kind of impacts would occur along the alignment, and describes mitigation 
measures to offset substantial adverse impacts. A series of simulations (Figures 4.11-3 through 
4.11-9) is included showing before and after conditions in important locations, including the 
proposed Warm Springs Station. 


Impacts Related to Operation of WSX Alternative 


Central Fremont and Fremont Central Park Visual Analysis Area 


The WSX Alternative would include two tracks on an embankment extending from the existing 
Fremont BART Station embankment to just north of Walnut Avenue. The embankment would 
occupy a portion of the existing Fremont Station parking lot. South of the parking lot, the elevated 
tracks would extend over Walnut Avenue via a concrete overpass that would be highly visible to 
motorists traveling east and west along Walnut Avenue (see Figure 4.11-3, Viewpoint 1). 


The embankment structure and overpass would not have an adverse impact on the scenic vistas to the 
northeast. Walnut Avenue is not a designated scenic route, and the structure would only briefly 
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Existing view looking west from Stevenson Boulevard near Gallaudet Drive 
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Visual simulation of proposed ventilation structure - Option 1 


04071.04 (8-05) 


Source: Environmental Vision 2003 
Figure 4.11-6 
Viewpoint 4 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 
BART Warm Springs Extension 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Section 4.11 Aesthetics 


ae vam. i 
| —" 


Existing view looking north from Osgood Road toward Washington Boulevard 


a veaaeur a a iz 


Visual simulation of future pre-action conditions - City of Fremont grade separations project 


04071.04 (8-05) 


Source: Environmental Vision 2003 
Figure 4.11-7 
Viewpoint 5 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 
BART Warm Springs Extension 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Section 4.11 Aesthetics 


Existing view looking northwest from Warm Springs Boulevard near Grimmer Boulevard 
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Visual simulation of proposed maintenance facility 
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obstruct motorists’ northeasterly views of the hills to the east. Views to the northeast would only be 
obstructed along a short section of Walnut Avenue as well. The embankment would not block any 
existing scenic views from residential properties in the WSX Alternative vicinity. The embankment 
and overpass structure would not result in the elimination of any well-defined streetscape features 
and would be compatible in scale with adjacent structures, notably the Fremont BART Station on the 
north side of Walnut Avenue. 


Farther south along the alignment, the embankment structure would require the reconfiguration of 
Tule Pond, an important landscape feature to the south of Walnut Avenue. It would therefore 
substantially degrade the existing visual character and quality of the area. 


Impact A-1—Reconfiguration of Tule Pond, resulting in change of a well-defined landscape 
feature. 


WSX Alternative. The embankment that supports the tracks southeast of Walnut Avenue, as they 
cross the Hayward fault, would require the removal and reconfiguration of portions of Tule Pond, a 
small sag pond that currently occupies property owned by BART and provides a well-defined 
landscape feature. Views of the pond, which are heavily obstructed by dense foliage and shrubs, are 
limited to motorists traveling along Walnut Avenue and few pedestrians. The foliage surrounding 
the pond is visible to residences in the multi-family residential complexes on either side of the right- 
of-way. Portions of the pond and existing trees and other natural elements on the site would be 
removed for construction of the embankment, degrading the existing visual character or quality of the 
area. The following mitigation measure would minimize or rectify the impacts to the south side of 
Walnut Avenue. 


Mitigation Measure A-1—Protect and replace vegetation near Tule Pond. BART will 
implement the following mitigation actions to minimize or rectify the impacts of vegetation 
removal and reconfiguration of portions of Tule Pond. 


= Minimize vegetation loss and replace vegetation lost during construction. Install 
measures to protect the portions of Tule Pond that will be preserved, as outlined in 
Section 4.6, Wetlands. 


= Add plantings to screen views of the embankment south of Walnut Avenue. On 
completion of the project, BART’s contractors will stabilize exposed slopes with hydro- 
seeding or other planting methods, and reestablish wetland banks with appropriate 
plantings to encourage the reestablishment of currently existing vegetation types. 


= Ensure that all landscaping plans are consistent with the existing vegetation of the area 
while serving sustainability goals. A qualified landscape architect retained by BART’s 
contractors will approve all landscaping plans for the area. 


The raised embankment would provide BART passengers with unobstructed views of central 
Fremont, the Fremont Civic Center, and the eastern ridgeline and Mission Peak in keeping with its 
role as a scenic route. 


The embankment in and of itself would not create a new source of light or glare. Trains passing over 
the embankment could potentially result in a new source of glare, depending on the time of day the 
train passes. However, the momentary presence of trains on the embankment would not represent a 
source of substantial glare. New light sources in this area would be associated with trains. No 
substantial new source of light would adversely affect neighboring uses. The light emitted from 
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trains would occur only intermittently, be brief in duration, not be so bright as to spill over from the 
immediate area of the BART tracks right-of-way, and would be substantially screened from sensitive 
receptors by foliage. 


Southeast of Walnut Avenue and Tule Pond, the embankment would gradually descend toward 
Stevenson Boulevard. The WSX Alternative alignment (two tracks) would curve to the east and 
follow the existing land designated for BART. The BART alignment would lie in the undeveloped 
area between Walnut Avenue and Stevenson Boulevard. On either side of the proposed alignment 
are high-density condominium complexes. To both the east and the west, residential-related 
development has expanded to the edge of the adjacent property. The actual residential living units 
are setback from the perimeter of the multi-unit complexes. The residential-related development 
adjacent to the BART corridor includes parking garages, parking lots, parking lot lighting, 
landscaping, and perimeter fencing. 


As illustrated in Viewpoint 2 (Figure 4.11-4), the WSX Alternative would change views of open 
areas for existing residents. However, views from the lower-floors of these residences would 
generally be screened from at-grade views of the alignment by existing fences and landscaping, 
including an iron fence in this area covered with dense foliage. This fence currently screens views 
from the lower-floor residences to the north; a 7-foot-high wooden fence currently screens views 
from the lower-floor residences to the south. The existing fences would continue to shield views of 
the lower-floor condominium unit commons areas from the trains but would not completely shield 
views of the railway and passing trains from the upper levels of condominium complexes. 


No-Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, there would be no project-related 
reconfiguration of Tule Pond and no resulting change of that well-defined landscape feature. 


Impact A-2—Potential visual encroachment on adjacent residential uses. 


WSX Alternative. The undeveloped area between Walnut Avenue and Stevenson Boulevard where 
the BART alignment would be located varies in width, but generally the northern portion of this 
alignment segment is the widest and the southern portion the narrowest. For example, the width of 
the alignment corridor along Walnut Avenue is approximately 640 feet; this narrows to 
approximately 110 to 120 feet midway between Walnut Avenue and Stevenson Boulevard, from 
where it is relatively consistent from that point south to Stevenson Boulevard. At one point, due to 
irregular lot shapes and a jog in the property lines, the width narrows further to approximately 65 
feet. These widths are the distance between property lines (visually evident by fencing and 
landscaping) and not between structures. The shortest distance between the nearest BART track and 
a residential structure is approximately 65 feet. This point is located on the west side of the 
alignment just north of Stevenson Boulevard (the southernmost portion of the Walnut Avenue to 
Stevenson Boulevard segment). 


The WSX Alternative alignment would cross Walnut Avenue on a bridge, slowly descend on an 
embankment over Tule Pond, and begin the transition to subway midway through the Walnut- 
Stevenson alignment segment. Approximately at the point where the corridor narrows, the BART 
tracks also would begin to drop below grade. The combination of the relatively low BART cars (10- 
foot height) and an alignment descending toward the south means that the BART trains would 
present a lower visual envelope as they entered the narrowest segment of the corridor. The location 
where the BART trains would be closest to adjacent residences would also be the location where they 
would present the lowest visual image, if they could be seen at all from ground level. The existing 
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fences, trees, and landscaping lining the perimeter of the alignment would further block views of the 
BART trains and the train corridor. Therefore, although the BART trains would pass relatively close 
to some residences, the low visual image and the presence of existing fences, trees, and landscaping 
would reduce the potential for visual encroachment. No impact would result from the WSX 
Alternative. 


No-Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, there would be no visual encroachment on 
adjacent residential uses. 


Approximately 75 feet north of Stevenson Boulevard, the guideway would gradually descend below 
grade and enter a subway portal (Figure 4.11-5, Viewpoint 3). Stevenson Boulevard, identified by 
the City of Fremont as a scenic route, would not be affected by the Proposed Project because the 
proposed trackway would occupy a subway structure beneath the roadway. The trackway and 
passing trains would be visible to motorists traveling east and west along Stevenson Boulevard for a 
brief time. New sources of light would include lights upon poles placed in the service parking area 
adjacent to the portal and some glow from surface-mounted lights within the portal. Because the 
existing landscaping is dense and the roadways are already illuminated, only negligible changes are 
expected from new lighting, and no impacts would occur. 


East of Stevenson Boulevard, the guideway would continue below grade (in the subway structure) for 
approximately | mile, curving to the south under Fremont Central Park, the northeastern edge of 
Lake Elizabeth, the lake’s eastern arm, and the former SP railroad track. The BART trackway along 
this segment would be entirely in a subway and would not alter any scenic resources of, views to or 
from, or the visual quality and character (including the sense of openness) of Fremont Central Park. 


The subway structure would require two above-ground ventilation facilities in Fremont Central Park, 
as shown on the conceptual engineering plans for the alignment in Chapter 3. The first structure 
would be placed in the parking lot of Fremont Central Park, and the second structure would be 
located east of Lake Elizabeth near Mission Creek. A portion of the ventilation structures would 
remain below grade. 


The ventilation structures, ancillary equipment, and any fence structures would be visible to people 
using the park, including pedestrians and bicyclists along pathways, baseball players, and motorists 
within the parking lot north of Lake Elizabeth (Figure 4.11-6, Viewpoint 4). These facilities would 
alter the visual setting of the park by adding a structure in an otherwise open park setting. (The only 
other buildings in this area of the park are park maintenance facilities.) If not designed to reflect city 
character and landscaped to reflect a park setting, the structure or structures could have impacts on 
the visual quality of Fremont Central Park. 


Impact A-3—Potential Adverse effects on visual quality and character of Fremont Central 
Park from proposed ventilation structures. 


WSX Alternative. The above-ground ventilation structures associated with the 1-mile-long subway 
portion of the WSX Alternative could affect the visual quality and character of Fremont Central Park. 
The following mitigation measure would minimize the impact. 


Mitigation Measure A-3—Implement measures to conceal the ventilation structures. In 
designing and placing the structures ventilation structures in Fremont Central Park, BART 
will implement the following mitigation measures. 
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= Coordinate with the City of Fremont in developing criteria for design of the structures to 
be placed in the park. BART will ensure that the final designs of the structures and the 
plantings will be consistent with visual resources of the immediate project vicinity, 
including park maintenance facilities and landscaping. 


m Use surface treatments forms, textures, and colors that reflect Fremont’s architectural 
character and that help blend the ventilation structures and ancillary equipment into the 
surroundings. 


= Establish plantings (e.g., trees and shrubs) along the edges of buildings and any fencing. 
The plantings will be consistent with the character of existing vegetation in the park. 


No-Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, there would be no adverse impacts on the 
visual quality and character of Fremont Central Park. 


Southeast of the park, the railway would emerge from the subway structure north of Paseo Padre 
Parkway via a portal between the two existing railroad tracks (see Figure 3-4b). A pair of high- 
voltage transmission lines (maintained by PG&E) is currently located east of the park in this area; the 
portal would be located south of them and would not require their removal or relocation. The former 
WP track will eventually be removed and the former SP track will be moved to the east as a result of 
the City of Fremont’s grade separations project. 


No sensitive views would be affected by the addition of the portal to the existing landscape. No 
development has direct views of the portal location. No new sources of substantial light and glare 
would be created in this area. Light and glare associated with passing trains would occur only 
intermittently, be brief in duration, not be bright enough to spill over from the immediate track area, 
be screened by foliage and/or privacy fences from residences to the east of the WSX Alternative on 
the north side of Paseo Padre Parkway, or be too distant from these residences to be reasonably 
considered substantial. This light and glare therefore would not adversely affect neighboring uses. 
Therefore, along this segment of the alignment, post-project conditions would be similar to the 
existing visual setting, and no impact would occur. 


South of the portal, the WSX Alternative alignment would continue at-grade toward Paseo Padre 
Parkway, parallel to the eastern boundary of the park and the two rail lines (see Figure 3-4b). Views 
of the WSX Alternative from residential properties to the east would be screened by existing privacy 
fences along the property line. Park users to the west would be screened by existing trees and 
structures within Fremont Central Park. The alignment, including possible traction power and gap- 
breaker substations and a train-control bungalow between Fremont Central Park and Paseo Padre 
Parkway, would be screened from land uses on either side by existing privacy walls and heavy 
foliage. The structures and railway would be visually similar to the existing setting of the immediate 
area, which already includes small service buildings in a railroad right-of-way. The new structures 
would replace the Irvington Pump Station complex, which would be removed as part of a separate 
project and would not obstruct any existing views of the area. 


No new sources of light and glare would be created in this area. Light and glare would only be 
associated with passing trains; it would occur only intermittently, be brief in duration, not be bright 
enough to spillover from the immediate track area, and either be screened from residences to the east 
of the WSX Alternative on the south side of Paseo Padre Parkway by foliage and/or privacy fences or 
be too distant from them to be perceptible. This light and glare therefore would not adversely affect 
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neighboring uses. Therefore, along this segment of the alignment, post-project conditions would be 
similar to the existing visual setting, and changes from the WSX Alternative would be negligible. 


Paseo Padre Parkway, considered a scenic route by the city, is programmed for reconfiguration as a 
vehicular underpass as part of the city’s grade separations project. The grade separations will 
precede BART’s WSX Alternative. The city will be relocating the former SP track approximately 
midway between the current locations of the two existing rail tracks. All existing at-grade railroad 
crossing equipment (including crossing signals) will be removed. The vegetation bordering the north 
side of the current location of Paseo Padre Parkway will also be removed by the grade separations 
project, and new landscaping will be planted around the new underpass. The primary visual change 
from the city’s project will be the vehicular underpass itself, which will screen drivers’ views of the 
WSX Alternative. The general visual area would remain dominated by the rail facilities, similar to 
current views, and changes from the WSX Alternative would be negligible. 


The WSX Alternative alignment continues south, parallel to the relocated former SP tracks, then 
crosses over Paseo Padre Parkway on a new bridge that would be constructed as part of the WSX 
Alternative. This proposed bridge would be visible to motorists traveling east and west along Paseo 
Padre Parkway, but would be visually consistent with the improvements to Paseo Padre Parkway and 
the railroad bridge. As noted, visual changes along Paseo Padre Parkway would result from the 
city’s grade separations project, not from the WSX Alternative. 


The WSX Alternative would not alter the visual character or quality of the site or its surroundings 
nor have an adverse effect on any scenic vistas along Paseo Padre Parkway. The WSX Alternative 
would not introduce any new sources of substantial light or glare in this area. Light and glare 
associated with passing trains would not adversely affect neighboring uses or motorists because it 
would occur only intermittently, be brief in duration, not be bright enough to spill over from the 
immediate track area, be screened from residences to the east of the WSX Alternative on the south 
side of Paseo Padre Parkway and northwest of Driscol Road by foliage and/or privacy fences, or be 
too distant from those areas to be reasonably considered substantial. This light and glare therefore 
would not adversely affect neighboring uses. No impacts would result from the WSX Alternative. 


Irvington Visual Analysis Area 


South of Paseo Padre Parkway, the WSX Alternative alignment would enter the former WP right-of- 
way where it would continue to run at grade in a southerly direction toward Washington Boulevard. 
This segment of the WSX Alternative alignment between Paseo Padre Parkway and Washington 
Boulevard would not obstruct any public views. Views of the WSX Alternative from residences on 
either side of the right-of-way would be similar to those of the current railroad corridor. Existing 
views of the WSX Alternative alignment from the residences on either side of the right-of-way would 
continue to be screened by existing privacy fencing. 


Several properties in the Irvington area, just north of Washington Boulevard, are located very close 
to the WSX Alternative alignment. These properties are in the vicinity of the historic Horner House 
and lie in the angle where Driscoll Road and the former WP alignment come together. The distances 
between the residences on these properties and the WSX Alternative alignment range from 
approximately 80 feet to as little as 30 feet. However, the railroad corridor lies in a wide, shallow 
trench, and the houses are on the top of a small bluff adjacent to it. The difference in elevation varies 
from approximately 10 feet to 16 feet. This difference in elevation is enough that these homes look 
over the railroad tracks, rather than directly at them. BART cars are approximately 10 feet high, so 
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they would run below the views of residents. In addition, the houses have access from Driscoll 
Road, and their back lot lines along the railroad right-of-way are marked with fences and landscaping 
that would effectively screen ground-level views to the west (toward the WSX Alternative). 
Therefore, only a negligible visual change is anticipated at this location resulting in no visual 
encroachment. 


No new sources of substantial light and glare would be created in this area. Light and glare 
associated with passing trains would occur only intermittently, be brief in duration, not be bright 
enough to spill over from the immediate track area, be screened from residences on either side of the 
WSX Alternative right-of-way by foliage and/or privacy fences, or would be too distant from those 
sensitive receptors to be reasonably considered substantial. This light and glare therefore would not 
adversely affect neighboring uses. 


The WSX Alternative would have no visual impacts on the residences in the Irvington area. 


The next segment begins at Washington Boulevard, which is where the City of Fremont’s new 
Washington Boulevard grade separation will occur, approximately 700 feet east of Osgood Road and 
about 700 feet west of the railroad alignment. Existing at-grade railroad crossing equipment will be 
removed and direct views of the rail lines will be obstructed. The intersection of Washington 
Boulevard and Osgood Road will be elevated approximately 20 feet above its current at-grade 
location (Figure 4.11-7, Viewpoint 5). The Osgood Road change in elevation will begin 
approximately 1,000 feet south of Washington Boulevard. The WSX Alternative alignment would 
follow the existing at-grade rail corridor, passing under the new Washington Boulevard overpass. 


Light and glare associated with passing trains would occur only intermittently, be brief in duration, 
not be bright enough to spill over from the immediate track area, be screened from residences on 
either side of the WSX Alternative right-of-way by foliage and/or privacy fences, or be too distant 
from those sensitive receptors to be reasonably considered an impact. This light and glare would not 
adversely affect neighboring uses or motorists. 


South of Washington Boulevard, the BART tracks would continue at grade within the former WP 
right-of-way, parallel to the former SP tracks, which veer slightly southeast and continue toward 
Auto Mall Parkway. The WSX Alternative alignment would pass behind numerous residential 
backyards, the rear property line of Grimmer Elementary School (east of the playing fields), and an 
industrial area. Viewers in this area consist of residents, school children, and workers at industrial 
sites. Where backyard privacy fences exist, they would partially or wholly screen views of the WSX 
Alternative from the residences and school west of the alignment, and existing fencing would 
partially or wholly screen views of the WSX Alternative from residences east of the alignment. 


It should be noted that even where privacy fences are not present to screen views of the WSX 
Alternative, no adverse visual effects would result because views would differ only slightly from 
those that currently exist in this area. The current views are of an at-grade freight rail line on the 
former WP right-of-way; the views with implementation of the WSX Alternative would be of an at- 
grade commuter rail line on the BART right-of-way. New views of the area would be available to 
passengers on moving trains. Visual access corridors that provide views of Fremont hills from 
Washington Boulevard would not be impeded by the WSX Alternative tracks or by passing trains. 
No new sources of substantial light and glare would be created in this area. Light and glare 
associated with passing trains would not adversely affect neighboring uses because it would occur 
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only intermittently, be primarily limited to the immediate track area, and be generally shielded 
behind fencing. 


The WSX Alternative alignment would follow the existing at-grade rail corridor under the existing 
overpass at Auto Mall Parkway. The alignment and passing trains would be visually consistent with 
the existing setting and would not substantially alter the visual character or quality of the site or 
surroundings. The WSX Alternative would not have an adverse impact on scenic vistas along Auto 
Mall Parkway. No new sources of substantial light and glare would be created in this area. Light 
and glare associated with passing trains would occur only intermittently, be brief in duration, not be 
bright enough to spill over from the immediate track area, and be screened from residences on either 
side of the WSX Alternative right-of-way by foliage and/or privacy fences. This light and glare 
would not adversely affect neighboring uses or motorists, and no impacts would result. 


North Industrial Visual Analysis Area 


Southeast of Auto Mall Parkway, the WSX Alternative alignment would run at-grade in the former 
WP right-of-way, alongside and just to the east of the existing trackway. Grimmer Boulevard is 
currently a vehicular underpass below two bridges (one for each railroad track). The eastern bridge 
would be removed as part of the WSX Alternative and replaced with two bridges, one for the 
northbound trackway and one for the southbound trackway. The new bridges would be similar in 
style and scale to the existing bridges. Views of the new bridges would be visible to only those 
motorists traveling east and west along Grimmer Boulevard. The view time would be brief and the 
new bridges would appear visually similar to the existing bridges. Therefore, the proposed 
replacement bridges over Grimmer Boulevard would not alter the visual character or views in the 
area, and no impacts would occur. 


South of Grimmer Boulevard, the proposed Warm Springs Station would occupy approximately 

34 acres on a large, undeveloped site (Figure 4.11-8, Viewpoint 6). While the impacts of the station 
will be further discussed below, the WSX Alternative alignment and passing trains would be visually 
consistent with the improvements made by the City of Fremont and would not substantially alter the 
revised visual character or quality of the site or surroundings. The station site would be accessed via 
three access points, two signalized intersections and one un-signalized, along Warm Springs 
Boulevard. Another access point would be a two-lane road extension from Warm Springs Court, 
currently a cul-de-sac ending adjacent to the southern edge of the station site. 


The station would include a center platform at grade with an overhead concourse; station platforms 
would be approximately 700 feet long to accommodate 10-car trains. Also included in the site would 
be a central entry pavilion and plaza area, intermodal access facilities, and ancillary facilities such as 
an electrical traction power substation, commuter parking areas, and a 150-foot-high communications 
antenna. The concourse would be accessible from an escalator and stairway structure leading 
upwards from the entry pavilion as well as via elevators incorporated into the station building. 
Artificial lighting would illuminate the parking areas, pedestrian bridge, East Entry Pavilion, 
overhead concourse, and station platform areas at night. Depending on weather conditions, the time 
of day, and landscaping features, parked automobiles in the parking lots may potentially generate 
intermittent instances of sun glare. 


The development of the proposed Warm Springs Station would represent a change in the visual 
character of site (Figure 4.11-8, Viewpoint 7). However, based on conceptual site designs, the 
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overall scale and character of the new station elements and construction materials would be 
compatible with the scale and character of adjacent industrial facilities and other development. 


Impact A-4— Introduction of new elements associated with the proposed Warm Springs 
Station. 


WSX Alternative. Although the proposed station would result in only negligible changes to existing 
views for workers, residents, or motorists in the area, development could introduce new elements into 
the WSX Alternative area that could have an adverse impact on its visual quality and character. 
Implementation of the following mitigation measure would minimize this impact. 


Mitigation Measure A-4—Ensure design of proposed Warm Springs Station is 
consistent with existing environment. In developing detailed architectural and landscape 
plans for the proposed Warm Springs Station, BART will take the following steps. 


= Design the proposed Warm Springs Station so that it is compatible with the scale and 
massing of other buildings in the surrounding environment, including the commercial 
facilities to the north and the light industrial uses to the north and south. 


m Provide landscaping within the parking areas to visually interrupt the expanses of paving, 
provide shade, provide protected circulation areas for pedestrians, and minimize glare 
from parked automobiles. 


m Plant trees and plantings to function as wayfinding elements in conjunction with lighting. 


m Ensure all plantings are xeric/drought-tolerant and located to maximize the likelihood of 
sustainability (i.e., taking into account soil, drainage, sun/shadow). 


m Provide artificial lighting to accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists as well as vehicles, 
and install it in a manner that minimizes spillover light. 


= Consult with the City of Fremont regarding the design of the optional Irvington Station, 
including voluntary participation in informal design review meetings with the Planning 
Commission and City Council, prior to finalization of the station plans. 


No-Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, no new elements associated with the 
proposed Warm Springs Station would be introduced. 


Southeast of the proposed Warm Springs Station, the WSX Alternative alignment would proceed in a 
tail-track section, at grade along the existing right-of-way of the former WP tracks for approximately 
3,000 feet, and end approximately 2,000 feet north of Mission Boulevard. This tail-track section 
would contain a vehicle storage facility and a maintenance facility (Figure 4.11-9, Viewpoint 7). 
These structures would be designed in a matter that is compatible in character with new industrial 
development in the area, and no impacts would result. 


Overall Alignment 


As described in Section 4.13, Noise and Vibration, impacts associated with project-related noise are 
expected to require mitigation. One of the most effective and commonly used measures to mitigate 
noise is the use of sound walls. Potential environmental consequences that may result from 
mitigation measures designed to address other impacts must be considered, such as visual impacts 
associated with potential sound walls. Specific noise mitigation measures, including 
recommendations for the specific height and location of sound walls, will be addressed in more detail 
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during preliminary engineering and final design. At such time, more detail about track and receiver 
elevations, track location, train speeds, and other pertinent information will be available. 


Impact A-5—Potential visual impacts due to sound walls. 


WSX Alternative. In general, the scale of sound walls would be approximately 8 feet in height, 
which is similar to that of privacy fences located adjacent to the WSX Alternative corridor. To 
mitigate noise impacts, sound walls may be placed at the top of berms or may need to exceed 8 feet 
in height in some places along the alignment (see Section 4.13, Noise and Vibration). In such cases, 
visual impacts could result for residential viewers if no intervening landscaping or privacy fencing 
screened views of sound walls. 


The following secondary mitigation measures would minimize the adverse visual impacts of sound 
walls to the extent feasible. Note that if the alternative mitigation is required in a particular location 
along the alignment, the visual impact might not be minimized as much. Because the exact heights 
and locations of soundwalls cannot be determined at this time, this impact is considered unavoidable. 


Preferred Mitigation Measure A-5(i)—Screen views of sound walls with landscaping. 
Where right-of-way widths allow, BART will provide xeric/drought-tolerant landscaping 
(e.g., trees, vines, and/or shrubs) to screen views of sound walls where visual impacts occur. 
Landscaping would generally reduce visual impacts associated with proposed sound walls. 
In certain cases, however, the resulting visual impacts may remain. If that is the case, the 
following alternative mitigation measure will be applied. 


Alternative Mitigation Measure A-5(ii)—Provide surface treatments. If the right- of- 
way width is insufficient to permit landscaping or if the preferred mitigation measure 
described above cannot adequately reduce the visual impacts, an alternative mitigation 
measure will be implemented whereby the outside of the walls (residential side) will be 
designed with a surface treatment that is compatible with the surrounding residential 
architecture. In some cases where surface treatment is used rather than landscaping or where 
sound walls are placed on top of berms, resulting visual impacts may remain. 


No-Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, no new sound walls associated with the 
WSX Alternative would be constructed. 


Impacts Related to Construction of WSX Alternative 


During the construction period, the presence of heavy equipment, the disturbance of the ground 
surface, and the presence of an incomplete bridge structure over Walnut Avenue would create 
temporary visual disturbances. Materials and construction equipment that are stored onsite could 
adversely affect the visual setting as well. Furthermore, construction activities would be visible from 
adjacent properties. 


Impact A-6—Temporary visual impacts caused by construction. 


Construction of the WSX Alternative would result in temporary adverse visual impacts in three 
visual analysis areas. The temporary visual impacts are described below by visual analysis area. The 
mitigation measure for these impacts is described at the end of this discussion. 
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Fremont Central Park Visual Analysis Area 


WS X Alternative. Construction of the proposed subway structure under Stevenson Boulevard and 
Fremont Central Park would result in temporary adverse impacts on the streetscape views, the scenic 
road, and the park. Trenching would cause damage to planted areas, expose bands of bare soil that 
would visually contrast with the surroundings, and require draining the eastern arm of Lake 
Elizabeth. Temporary changes to the natural environment, including removal and alteration of 
landscaping and portions of the roadway, the presence of heavy construction equipment and 
activities, and the installation of a cofferdam, would visually dominate views in the area. 


The mitigation measure described at the end of this discussion would rectify construction impacts on 
Fremont Central Park and Stevenson Boulevard to the extent feasible. However, the lengthy duration 
of the construction period within Fremont Central Park (approximately 2 years) would result in 
visual impacts even with the mitigation measure in place. 


Irvington Visual Analysis Area 


WSX Alternative. Much of this portion of the corridor is already screened from view by existing 
privacy walls. Construction of the WSX Altermative, which would require the temporary presence of 
heavy equipment, would be confined to activities in the rail corridor. However, some temporary 
visual impacts would also occur along Osgood Road. The mitigation measure described at the end of 
this discussion would minimize construction impacts on Osgood Road. 


North Industrial Visual Analysis Area 


WSX Alternative. Construction of the WSX Alternative would require the temporary presence of 
heavy equipment and the removal and reconstruction of the eastern bridge structure at Grimmer 
Boulevard. The visual impacts of the construction activity in this area would be negligible because 
the construction equipment and activities would be confined to the rail corridor. However, the 
construction of the Warm Springs Station site could create a temporary visual impact if large areas of 
bare earth remained exposed for a protracted period while the area was being prepared for paving and 
landscaping. Implementation of the mitigation measure described below would minimize this 
impact. 


Mitigation Measure A-6—Take measures to conceal temporary construction activities. 
BART will implement the following mitigation measures to rectify, reduce, or minimize 
temporary visual impacts during construction. 


m Fencing will be installed to shield views of construction activities from Stevenson 
Boulevard, Fremont Central Park, Osgood Road, and Grimmer Boulevard. Fencing 
installed by BART contractors will be sufficiently tall to hide all excavation, grading, and 
trenching activities and materials. 


m Major construction activities will be followed immediately with paving and landscaping. 
Fencing materials will remain in place until finish work (e.g., plantings, site cleanup) has 
been completed. 


No-Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, there would be no project-related 
construction along the WSX Alternative corridor. 
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Impacts Related to Operation of the Optional Irvington Station 


The discussion of impacts related to the optional Irvington Station concludes that, with mitigation 
applied, there would be no adverse impacts on aesthetic and visual resources in the area proposed for 
the optional Irvington Station. 


The optional Irvington Station would occupy approximately 18 acres in the Irvington visual analysis 
Area just south of Washington Boulevard, on either side of Osgood Road. The proposed station 
would be a side-platform station, with the track and platform level located at grade just south of 
Washington Boulevard, between the reconfigured (elevated) Osgood Road and the realigned former 
WP track. The concourse level would be on the second level of the station. Intermodal facilities and 
commuter parking would be provided on both the east and west sides of Osgood Road. 


The optional Irvington Station would have three major entrances set into plazas, with 
escalator/elevators and pedestrian bridges leading transit patrons up to the station concourse. The 
conceptual designs for the station reflect existing City of Fremont civic architecture themes as well as 
landscaping inspired by Irvington’s existing character. Additions to pedestrian and bicycle amenities 
along Osgood Road would include special crosswalks, signage, and lighting. 


A pedestrian bridge would be constructed approximately 16 feet above the reconfigured Osgood 
Road, from the station to the proposed main parking lot, on the west and south sides of the Gallegos 
Winery ruins (Figure 4.11-10, Viewpoint 5). A pedestrian/bike path, bus lot, and passenger drop-off 
area would also be incorporated into the parking lot area. Ancillary equipment near the station would 
include traction power, train control, and communication facilities. Artificial lighting would 
illuminate the parking areas, pedestrian bridge, overhead concourse, and station platform areas at 
night, creating new sources of substantial light and glare. 


The optional Irvington Station could have an adverse impact on the visual character of the area 
because it would be directly visible from the Washington Boulevard overpass and partially visible 
from adjacent residences. Because the station design would be developed to reflect high-quality 
urban design principles, as seen in the existing conceptual design, reasonable worst-case assumptions 
can be made that provide a basis for impact analysis, as described below. 


Impact A-7—Introduction of new elements or demolition of existing structures in area of 
optional Irvington Station. 


WSX Alternative. The optional Irvington Station would occupy approximately 18 acres to the east 
of the former WP alignment. The layout of the station as proposed would provide for the 
preservation of the historic Gallegos Winery ruins, as described in Section 4.12, Cultural Resources. 
(Impacts specifically related to Gallegos Winery as a historical resource are discussed in Section 
4.12, Cultural Resources.) 


The station would be a side-platform station, with the track level located at grade and the loading 
platform straddling the tracks. The platform would extend approximately 780 feet south of 
Washington Boulevard. The concourse level would be located directly overhead. Artificial lighting 
would illuminate the parking areas, pedestrian bridge, overhead concourse, and station platform areas 
at night. Depending on weather conditions, the time of day, and landscaping features, parked 
automobiles in the parking lots could generate intermittent instances of sun glare. 


Views of the station would be moderately shielded from Washington Boulevard by the City of 
Fremont’s reconfiguration of the Washington Boulevard/Osgood Road intersection and by proposed 
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landscaping. Ancillary equipment near the station would include traction power, train control, and 
communication facilities. The traction power facility would likely be located at the far eastern corner 
of the Irvington Station site, which would not be visible from the Gallegos Winery ruins. The 
specific location of the other ancillary facilities has not yet been confirmed, although the facilities 
would be consistent in design with the station. The following mitigation measures would avoid or 
minimize the possible visual impacts of the optional Irvington Station. 


Mitigation Measure A-7(a)—Ensure design of an optional Irvington Station is 
consistent with existing environment. In developing detailed architectural and landscape 
plans for the optional Irvington Station, BART will take the following steps. 


m= Design the optional Irvington Station so that it is compatible with the scale and massing 
of other buildings in the surrounding environment. 


m Provide landscaping within the parking areas to visually interrupt the expanses of paving, 
provide shade, provide protected circulation areas for pedestrians, and minimize glare 
from parked automobiles. 


m Plant trees and plantings to function as wayfinding elements in conjunction with lighting. 


m Ensure all plantings are xeric/drought-tolerant and are located to maximize the likelihood 
of sustainability (i.e., taking into account soil, drainage, sun/shadow, etc. 
considerations). 


m Provide artificial lighting to accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists as well as vehicles, 
and install it in a manner that minimizes spillover light. 


= Consult with the City of Fremont regarding the design of the optional Irvington Station, 
including voluntary participation in informal design review meetings with the Planning 
Commission and City Council, prior to finalization of the station plans. 


Mitigation Measure A-7(b)—Incorporate Gallegos Winery site into design of optional 
Irvington Station. In developing detailed architectural and landscape plans for the optional 
Irvington Station, BART will take the following mitigation measures. 


= BART will work with the City of Fremont to ensure that the final designs are consistent 
with the city’s goals for preserving the Gallegos Winery ruins. 


m= The design and layout of the parking lot area east of Osgood Road will be designed to 
avoid physical encroachment on the Gallegos Winery ruins. 


= BART will work with the City of Fremont to develop design guidelines to ensure the 
final landscaping/plantings design of the parking lot and near the Gallegos Winery ruins 
are consistent with the visual resources of the immediate project vicinity. 


m Artificial lighting will be installed in a manner that minimizes spillover light, using such 
design features as capping, shielding, and ground-level bollards. 


No-Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, there would be no project-related 
introduction of new elements or demolition of existing structures in the area of the optional Irvington 
Station. 
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Impacts Related to Construction of the Optional Irvington Station 


Impact A-8—Potential for construction of the optional Irvington Station to affect visual 
resources. 


WSX Alternative. Construction of the optional Irvington Station is expected to last approximately 
36 months and would require the temporary presence of heavy construction equipment at different 
times during that period. Construction equipment would not be allowed on the site of the Gallegos 
Winery ruins. Construction activities would normally occur during the daytime, and light and glare 
impacts to passing motorists and pedestrians are not anticipated. Mitigation Measure A-6 
recommends that construction fencing be placed along Osgood Road, which would block views to 
construction areas from Osgood Road. Views from the north would be blocked by the reconstruction 
and elevation of Washington Boulevard as part of the city’s grade separations project. Adjacent 
residences on the east are above the Irvington construction area and do not look directly at it. The 
area south of the station site is predominately industrial. (The existing residences largely would be 
displaced as part of the Irvington station construction). Site activities would be screened from 
residences to the west by a proposed sound wall along the west perimeter of the station site. (This 
sound wall most likely would be one of first items constructed.) No additional mitigation is 
necessary. 


No-Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, there would be no project-related 
construction in the area of the optional Irvington Station. 
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Section 4.12 
Cultural Resources 


4.12.1 Introduction 


This section provides background information on cultural resources in the study area, including the 
area’s prehistoric, ethnographic, and historic settings, and summarizes the results of previous 
archaeological and architectural investigations of the area. This section also analyzes the potential 
impacts on cultural resources resulting from the WSX Alternative and identifies mitigation measures 
to address substantial impacts. Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) 
requires an inventory of historic properties located within the area of potential effects (APE). This 
inventory report has been prepared as a stand-alone document for this EIS. 


4.12.2 Affected Environment 


4.12.2.1 Methodology for Assessment of Existing 
Conditions 


In April 2002, Jones & Stokes initiated an investigation of architectural and archaeological resources 
within the area studied for this analysis of cultural resources, which comprised the WSX Alternative 
corridor and vicinity. The investigation included a records search, consultation with Native 
Americans and local historical societies and museums, field surveys, geomorphological research, and 
archival research. Additional research, Native American consultation, and consultation with the 
California State Office of Preservation (OHP) will continue throughout project implementation. A 
cultural resources Inventory and Evaluation and Findings of Effect report (Section 106 report), which 
details the investigation, is available under separate cover. 


The Area of Potential Effects 


The APE for this project is depicted in Figures 4.12-1a through Ic. The APE consists of the WSX 
Alternative footprint and the permanent and temporary (construction) ROW width of the proposed 
WSX alignment. The architectural APE includes all parcels within and adjacent to the project area. 
The APE for archaeological resources is based on the project footprint and the total ROW 
(permanent and construction) width throughout the study area, in addition to an expanded area in the 
location of CA-ALA-343. The archaeological APE encompasses all construction access routes and 
staging areas. 
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Records Search 


Jones & Stokes conducted a records search at the Northwest Information Center (NWIC) of the 
California Historical Resources Information System and additional research at local and state 
repositories. Jones & Stokes staff also reviewed previous results of archaeological and architectural 
investigations conducted within the cultural resources study area. The following references relevant 
to archaeological resources were used in preparing this section. 


m References addressing previous archaeological investigations of the WSX Alternative alignment, 
particularly prehistoric site CA-ALA-343. 


Q Site record of CA-ALA-343 (King 1968). 
Q Report describing preliminary excavations at CA-ALA-343 (Wildensen 1968). 
Q Report describing archaeological excavations at CA-ALA-343 (Holman & Associates 1996). 


Q Report describing archaeological field investigation of Retention Pond site conducted for 
BART?’s Fremont Parking Lot Enlargement Project (Chavez and Holman 1974). 


Q Report describing results of an archaeological subsurface testing program at CA-ALA-343 
(Hall 1985). 


Q Preliminary description of the cemetery complex at CA-ALA-343 (Hall et al. 1988). 


Q Cultural resources technical report (Chavez et al. 1991). 


Q Information provided by Andrew Galvan, a Native American representative from Archaeor, 
on excavation of burials from the site (Galvan pers. comm.). 


m Other materials relevant to investigations in the cultural resources study area. 


Q Level 3/WS07/Fremont potential unanticipated discovery and archaeological testing 
summary report (Chambers Group 1999). 


Q Cultural resources assessment report prepared for the City of Fremont’s grade separations 
project (William Self Associates 2002). 


The following references were used in preparing the portions addressing architectural resources. 

= Cultural resources technical report (Chavez et al. 1991). 

m The current Fremont General Plan (City of Fremont 1991, as amended). 

m Irvington Pump Station historic resource study report (Page and Turnbull 2000). 

= Osgood Road Widening Project historic property survey report (William Self Associates 2000). 


= Cultural resources assessment report prepared for the City of Fremont’s grade separations project 
(William Self Associates 2002). 


m Archaeological testing at the Gallegos Winery, Washington Boulevard and Osgood Road, 
prepared for the City of Fremont’s grade separations project (William Self Associates 2003). 
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Native American Consultation 


Native American consultation has been conducted through letters sent to the Native American 
Heritage Commission (NAHC) and to individual Native American contacts. In response, the NAHC 
indicated that a search of their sacred lands database did not identify sacred lands listed within the 
WSxX Alternative area. Two responses were received from the individual Native Americans who 
were contacted. Both responders, Andrew Galvan and Katherine Perez, are members of the Ohlone 
Tribe and are active in the Native American community and involved in Native American issues 
throughout the Bay Area. Native American consultation is expected to continue throughout the 
construction period of the WSX Alternative because the study area is sensitive and includes known 
cultural resources. 


An additional set of consultation letters was sent to Native American representatives on March 9, 
2006, which reported that the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) has concurred with the 
determination that CA-ALA-343 is eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) and that there will be an adverse effect to the site. The March 2006 letter informed the 
Native Americans that a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) and Historic Properties Treatment Plan 
(HPTP) are being prepared to address adverse affects to CA-ALA-343. (A copy of the draft MOA is 
provided in Appendix E-2.) The letter invited the Native American representatives to be concurring 
parties on the MOA and to receive copies of the HPTP upon their request. Three individuals have 
responded to this letter: two individuals have requested to be included on the MOA and to receive 
copies of the MOA and HPTP, and one individual requested copies of the documents and asked to 
be included in the monitoring phase of the project. 


Historical Societies and Museums Consultation 


Jones & Stokes sent project notification letters to the Alameda County Historical Society and the 
Washington Township Historical Society requesting information regarding cultural resources that 
may be located along the project alignment. 


Field Survey 


The archaeological survey focused on previously unsurveyed portions of the cultural resources study 
area and zones where the ground surface was actually visible. The portion of the cultural resources 
study area to the north of Stevenson Boulevard and south of Tule Pond and the area for the proposed 
Warm Springs Station are not paved or developed. 


An architectural historian also conducted a field survey of the APE. As part of the field process, 
buildings and structures 50 years old and older that had not been previously recorded were inspected, 
photographed, and documented using written notes. 


Geomorphology 


Detailed soils information generated for the WSX Alternative was combined with a consideration of 
topography, likely site location, and project construction plans, to assess the sensitivity of each 
segment of the project area of potential effect for subsurface cultural resources. This includes not 
only the potential for additional subsurface deposits in and around known sites, such as CA-ALA- 
343, but also the potential for discovery of as yet unknown buried sites with no surface expression. 
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Status of Consultation with the State Office of Historic Preservation 


BART and FTA are in the process of formally consulting with the SHPO. BART and FTA submitted 
a Draft Inventory and Evaluation/Finding of Affects document in October 2004. BART and FTA 
also submitted a Draft HPTP in March 2005. BART and FTA are currently negotiating a 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) to address adverse effects to NRHP-eligible properties within 
the WSX APE. SHPO has provided formal concurrence on the NRHP significance of one 
archaeological site. FTA has determined that CA-ALA-343 is eligible for listing in the NRHP and 
will be adversely affected by the proposed project, and SPHO has concurred with these findings. 
FTA has also determined that both the structural remains of the Gallegos Winery and the Ford House 
at 41753 Osgood Road are eligible for listing in the NRHP and will be adversely affected by the 
project. SHPO has concurred on these findings as well. SHPO has provided formal concurrence that 
the following properties are not eligible for inclusion in the NRHP: 


m Subsurface archaeological deposits associated with the Gallegos Winery, 
m 44960 Old Warms Springs Road, 

m 41655 Osgood Road, 

m 43033 Osgood Road, 

m 43055 Osgood Road, 

m 41075 Osgood Road, 

# Irvington Pumping Station Complex, 

= Former Nineteenth Century Western Pacific Railroad Alignment, and 

= Former Twentieth Century Western Pacific Railroad Alignment. 


Complete evaluations for the above named properties are presented in the draft inventory report 
(Jones & Stokes 2004). 


4.12.2.2 Existing Conditions 


Prehistoric Background 


The San Francisco Bay Area has been a region of intense human occupation since far back in 
prehistory, long before the European explorers arrived in the eighteenth century. However, few 
native inhabitants remained when Kroeber (1925) and other researchers began to study the aboriginal 
culture of the area. In the early twentieth century, the prehistory of the region was virtually unknown 
aside from a small amount of ethnographic information and the discovery of a few prehistoric 
archaeological sites at the southern end of San Francisco Bay. Since 1972, as a result of rapid 
population growth and the requirements of environmental legislation, numerous prehistoric sites have 
been discovered in Alameda County. 


Dates of occupation have been established for several sites in Alameda County, showing human 
occupation as far back as 4,000 years ago (Chavez et al. 1991). Information on human occupation 
prior to 5000 Before Present is almost nonexistent because the natural environment is dynamic, and 
marked geologic and environmental changes have taken place in the past several thousand years. For 
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example, the elevation of mean high tide in San Francisco Bay and the Pacific Ocean has risen 
approximately 325 feet since approximately 5000 Before Present due to climatic changes and the 
shallow contours of San Francisco Bay (Porcasi et al. 1999). 


Results from previous archaeological investigations within the WSX Alternative area and the 
surrounding region have shown that the San Francisco Bay Area was inhabited by mobile hunter- 
gatherers. Over time, the foraging strategies of local peoples became more focused on locally 
obtainable resources, and their lives became increasingly sedentary. Fredrickson and Bennyhoff 
(1969) developed a taxonomic sequence that defined the basic cultural patterns of resource use 
throughout the San Francisco Bay Area and interior Delta. The general patterns of resource use are 
the Windmiller Pattern (2500 B.C. —1000 B.C.), which shifted to the Berkeley Pattern (1000 B.C. — 
A.D. 500), the Augustine Pattern (to about A.D. 500), and the Emergent Period (A.D. 1200—A.D. 
1777) (Moratto 1984). In Alameda County, early archaeological investigations focused on a cluster 
of sites near the Newark area, including CA-ALA-328, CA-ALA-13, and CA-ALA-12. These sites 
are now protected in Coyote Hills Regional Park (Chavez et al. 1991). They have been extensively 
excavated and have provided a tremendous amount of information regarding the subsistence and 
settlement patterns of the prehistoric inhabitants and their culture. Artifact types, mortuary practices, 
and exchange routes were among the important findings from the archaeological investigations at 
these sites. 


Ethnographic Background 


At the time of European contact, the San Francisco Bay Area was occupied by a group of Native 
Americans whom the ethnographers referred to as the Ohlone or Costanoans. The territory of the 
Ohlone people extended along the coast from the Golden Gate in the north to just beyond Carmel in 
the south, and as much as 60 miles inland, encompassing a lengthy coastline and several inland 
valleys (Levy 1978). 


The Ohlone were hunter-gatherers and relied heavily on acorns and seafood. They also exploited a 
wide range of other foods, including various seeds (the growth of which was promoted by controlled 
burning), buckeye, berries, roots, land and sea mammals, waterfowl, reptiles, and insects (Bean 
1994). When explorer Pedro Fages came to Fremont in 1806, he met with Ohlone Indians at Stivers 
Lagoon (now Lake Elizabeth). They were hunting geese and presented Fages with several decoys, 
which were stuffed with straw (Bean 1994). 


Seven Spanish missions were founded in Ohlone territory between 1777 and 1797. While living 
within the mission system, the Ohlone commingled with other groups, including the Esselen, Yokuts, 
Miwok, and Patwin. Mission life was devastating to the Ohlone population (Milliken 1996). It has 
been estimated that in 1777, when the first mission was established in Ohlone territory, the Native 
American population numbered around 10,000; it declined rapidly to less than 2,000 by 1832 asa 
result of introduced disease, harsh living conditions, and reduced birth rates. 


After the secularization of the missions around 1830, Indians gradually left the missions. Many went 
to work as wage laborers on the ranchos, in the mines, and in domestic positions. There was a partial 
return to aboriginal religious practices and subsistence strategies, but the Ohlone culture was greatly 
diminished (Levy 1978). Today, descendants of the Ohlone still live in the WSX Alternative area, 
and many are active in maintaining their traditions and advocating for Native American issues. 
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Historic Background 


Overview 


The City of Fremont, including the WSX Alternative area, is located in southern Alameda County, 
which state officials formed in 1853 from the western and southern sections of Contra Costa County 
and a portion of Santa Clara County. Alvarado served as the original county seat. In 1856, the 
county seat moved to San Leandro before finally settling in Oakland in 1873 (Hoover et al. 1990). 


As early as 1769, the Spanish explorer José Francisco Ortega led an expedition through present-day 
Alameda County. Seven years later, Juan Bautista de Anza and Pedro Font traveled through the 
region. In the early 1800s, Spain established the Mision del Gloriosisimo Patriarca Sefior San José, 
currently referred to as Mission San Jose, 15 miles northeast of the present-day City of San Jose. 
Under the direction of Father Fermin Lasuen, Mission San Jose prospered as an agricultural and 
educational center for the surrounding rural area (Mason 1975, William Self Associates 2000). 


In 1822, Mexico gained independence from Spain and began allowing its citizens land grants 
throughout Alta California. During this period, Mission San Jose was secularized, and Governor 
Juan Alvarado distributed its property into large land tracts that included Rancho Agua Caliente 
(Warm Springs area), Rancho Arroyo de la Alameda (Niles/Decoto area), and Rancho Potrero de los 
Cerritos (Newark/Alvarado area). The land surrounding the ranchos—what is now the Mission San 
Jose and Irvington areas of Fremont, and the City of Newark—was commonly called Ex-Mission San 
Jose. 


In 1848, the United States defeated Mexico in the Mexican-American War, and Mexico surrendered 
its Alta California land through the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo. That same year, the Gold Rush 
brought hundreds of immigrants to the southern Alameda County region on their way to the gold 
fields in California. Attracted by the fertile land and mild climate of the East Bay, many chose to 
stay to start a new life. The area quickly became one of the leading agricultural hubs of California, 
with agriculture, dairy farming, and livestock grazing serving as the principal industries of the period. 


After Alameda County was formed, local officials created six townships: Brooklyn, Oakland, 
Alameda, Eden (present-day Hayward/San Leandro area), Murray (Pleasanton/Livermore area), and 
Washington (present-day Fremont, Newark, and Union City). The settlements constituting 
Washington Township were Warm Springs, Decoto, Newark, Alvarado, Union City, Vallejo’s Mills 
(Niles), Centerville, and Washington Corners (Irvington) (Chavez et al. 1991). In 1956, Irvington, 
Warm Springs, Centerville, Niles, and Mission San Jose incorporated as the City of Fremont. Within 
10 years, the new city had a population of 43,700. Development and growth continued, largely 
encouraged by the construction of I-880, originally Highway 17. In recent years, Fremont has 
supported numerous industries, including wineries, nurseries, and automobile and truck 
manufacturing plants, as well as Silicon Valley businesses (Chavez et al. 1991). 


History of the Washington Corners/Irvington Area 


The WSX Alternative alignment is located in an area that was developed at the crossroad of two 
major thoroughfares, Washington Street and San Jose Road. The settlement was originally part of 
the Mission San Jose landholdings and was used for cattle grazing well into the 1840s. Early settlers 
included John Horner, who, with his brother William Yates Horner and Elias L. Beard, formed a 
partnership and acquired 30,000 acres in the area to raise vegetables for the gold mining camps in the 
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Sierra foothills. In 1851, the Horner brothers and Beard established the first steamboat ferry on San 
Francisco Bay to move produce to San Francisco. Three years later, the partnership constructed the 
first steam-driven flourmill in the United States, and, with the purchase of a combined harvester and 
reaper, the partnership introduced better farming methods and power-driven machinery to the state. 
Largely because of the financial panic of 1853, the Horners and Beard subdivided and sold off most 
of their agricultural landholdings in the mid-1850s. Although they no longer operated their 
agricultural venture, the Horner brothers continued to contribute to the area by establishing schools, 
such as the Washington College of Science and Industry (located on Driscoll Road), the first institute 
of higher learning in the county (Chavez et al. 1991, William Self Associates 2002). 


By the 1860s, Washington Corners served as the shipping and processing center for agricultural 
goods from the surrounding region. Crops grown in the vicinity included corn, beans, barley, 
potatoes, apples, plums, pears, peaches, and grain (which was replaced by grapes in the late 1800s). 
The construction of the San Jose branch of Western Pacific Railroad (later owned by SP and then by 
UP’) through town in 1869 created more trade opportunities for the settlement, and it continued to 
flourish. In 1884, Washington Corners changed its name to Irvington (Chavez et al. 1991, William 
Self Associates 2000). 


During the twentieth century, Irvington continued to grow at a steady pace. In the early part of the 
century, the newly incorporated Western Pacific Railroad Company (not the same company as the 
nineteenth century Western Pacific Railroad; see following sections) laid tracks through the area, an 
action that furthered development. By 1950, Irvington had a population of 2,500. Irvington became 
a part of the City of Fremont when the city incorporated in 1956. 


Western Pacific Railroad 


In the 1860s and 1870s, the construction of the original Western Pacific Railroad’ in southern 
Alameda County encouraged development of numerous settlements, including Vallejo’s Mills 
(Niles), Newark, Decoto, and Warm Springs (originally Harrisburg Station). It also contributed to 
the growth of Irvington. More than 50 years later when the region was a successful agricultural hub, 
the newly incorporated twentieth century Western Pacific Railroad Company constructed an 
alignment through the WSX Alternative area, which led to greater development. 


The nineteenth century Western Pacific Railroad alignment operated as a branch of the Central 
Pacific Railroad and later as a branch of the Southern Pacific Railroad. The twentieth century 
Western Pacific Railroad Company operated independently for decades before it was purchased by 
Union Pacific Railroad in the late twentieth century (U.S. Geological Survey 1940, Cadero 1953). 
The Union Pacific Railroad currently operates both lines. 


' The WSX Alternative alignment is located within the UP right-of-way, which contains the former nineteenth 
century WP (SP) railroad tracks on the western side and the former twentieth century WP railroad tracks on the 
eastern side. Currently, UP owns and operates the western set of tracks in the railroad corridor. The eastern set of 
railroad tracks has two owners: VTA owns the eastern track alignment south of Paseo Padre Parkway, and UP owns 
the eastern alignment north of Paseo Padre Parkway. UP also temporarily conducts limited train operations on the 
eastern alignment south of Paseo Padre Parkway. 

* The Western Pacific Railroad is referred to herein as the nineteenth century Western Pacific Railroad to avoid 
confusing it with the later separate and distinct Western Pacific Railroad Company, which is referred to herein as the 
twentieth century Western Pacific Railroad Company. Note that the complete names of the railroads rather than 
acronyms are being used in this and the next section pertaining to the railroads to provide clarity. 
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Nineteenth Century Western Pacific Railroad 


In June 1861, Collis P. Huntington, Mark Hopkins, Charles Crocker, and Leland Stanford (known as 
the Big Four) formed the Central Pacific Railroad and authorized the construction of a rail alignment 
beginning in Sacramento and traveling east over the Sierra Nevada. In 1869, the alignment met the 
Union Pacific alignment, which originated in the eastern U.S. and traveled west, in Promontory, 
Utah, creating the first transcontinental railroad in the country. That same year, the Central Pacific 
Railroad constructed another alignment west from Sacramento to Oakland over the Altamont Pass. 
This alignment was known as the Western Pacific Railroad, and it operated as an independent branch 
of the Central Pacific Railroad. The Central Pacific Railroad constructed additional alignments of 
their Western Pacific line from Vallejo in the north to Oakland and toward San Jose. In 1870, the 
Central Pacific Railroad Company of California and the Western Pacific Railroad officially merged 
into one corporation under the name of the Central Pacific Railroad. 


The Big Four controlled both the Southern Pacific Railroad and the Central Pacific Railroad, and 
eventually operated both companies as one, under the Southern Pacific Railroad name. By 1900 
(after the death of the Big Four), E. H. Harriman of the Union Pacific Railroad purchased the 
Southern Pacific Railroad. Shortly thereafter, Harriman divested some lines and sold his Southern 
Pacific investments. The Southern Pacific Railroad remained in operation in California until 
September 12, 1996, when the Union Pacific Railroad purchased the lines, including those running 
through the WSX Alternative area (Drury 1999). 


Twentieth-Century Western Pacific Railroad Company 


The twentieth century Western Pacific Railroad Company (a separate organization from the 
nineteenth century Western Pacific Railroad) began when the Western Pacific Railway was 
incorporated in 1903 in California to build a line from Salt Lake City to Sacramento by way of the 
Great Northern railroad line in Bieber, California. The completion of that link in 1931 made the 
twentieth century Western Pacific Railroad Company a major north-south carrier and added to its 
already established east-west service. In 1934, the twentieth century Western Pacific Railroad 
Company reorganized again, this time teaming with the Rio Grande and Burlington Railroads to 
operate the Exposition Flyer line between Chicago and Oakland. During the Great Depression, the 
twentieth century Western Pacific Railroad Company experienced a dramatic decline in freight and 
passenger service, which caused it to go bankrupt. An increase in wartime freight and passenger 
traffic throughout the system during World War II led to the twentieth century Western Pacific 
Railroad Company’s emergence from bankruptcy in 1945. The company operated successfully for 
many years after inauguration of its most famous line, the California Zephyr in 1949. The twentieth 
century Western Pacific Railroad Company managed to fend off attempts at acquisition by Southern 
Pacific Railroad in the early 1960s, but Union Pacific Railroad successfully bought out the twentieth 
century Western Pacific Railroad Company in early 1980 (Drury 1999). 


Establishment of the Gallegos Winery 


In 1881 Juan Gallegos purchased the former Elias Beard ranch near present-day Washington 
Boulevard. Gallegos was born in Costa Rica and settled in the United States with his family in 1872. 
His wife, Donna Julia Montealegre, was the daughter of Dr. José Maria Montealegre, third president 
of Costa Rica. 


Gallegos planted a 600-acre vineyard and constructed a large winery known as the Gallegos or 
Palmdale Winery on his vast Irvington property. A spur of the nearby railroad ran directly to the 
winery to ease distribution of wine throughout the country. The highly profitable winery operated 
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successfully until the early 1900s when it fell victim to a bad wine economy and vine disease. The 
1906 earthquake destroyed the winery complex (William Self Associates 2002). 


Hetch Hetchy Aqueduct 


As early as 1858, a group of investors had formed the Spring Valley Water Company to provide 
water for San Francisco. In a short time, the company constructed numerous pipelines and water 
reservoirs, such as Crystal Springs Reservoir in San Mateo County, to feed water to the city. The 
Spring Valley Water Company retained sole ownership of water rights in the city for more than 

50 years, despite the San Francisco Water Commission’s attempts to thwart the company’s firm hold 
on the city’s water supply (Page & Turnbull 2000). 


In 1900, the San Francisco City Charter decreed the municipal ownership of utilities in the city. 
Over the next few years, city officials actively pursued water sources outside San Francisco to 
provide an unlimited source of water to the city. The favored choice quickly became the Tuolumne 
River, in what would become Yosemite National Park, because of its ability to supply water and 
electricity to the growing city. After several attempts (and with assistance from the Raker Act of 
1913), the City of San Francisco finally purchased the Spring Valley Water Company and its rights 
to pipelines and water distribution systems throughout San Francisco in 1928 (Page & Turnbull 
2000). 


Construction on the Hetch Hetchy Aqueduct began in 1914 and lasted until 1934. Built under the 
direction of City Engineer Michael M. O’Shaughnessy, the aqueduct was an engineering marvel of 
its time because it relied solely on gravity feed. A system of downhill gradients and siphons 
transported water from the source to San Francisco, so no pumps were needed. The project 
comprised six segments that were assigned names reflecting geographic locations: Lake Eleanor and 
Hetch Hetchy Mountain, Priest, Moccasin, Foothill, San Joaquin, and Coast Range and 
Bay/Peninsula (Page & Turnbull 2000). 


In 1934, engineers completed the infrastructure for the Hetch Hetchy Aqueduct in what was then 
Washington Township. The Hetch Hetchy Aqueduct was officially opened on October 28, 1934, 
when water flowed from the Sierra Nevada into Crystal Springs Reservoir on the San Francisco 
Peninsula. 


The Irvington Portal, a critical component of the Hetch Hetchy Aqueduct, is situated in the Fremont 
hills above Mission Boulevard. The portal is where the Hetch Hetchy waters divide and flow 
through pipelines, either directly towards San Francisco or southward to San Jose and then north to 
San Mateo County. The pipeline traveling through the WSX Alternative area to San Francisco was 
constructed between 1922 and 1934 and is known as the Bay/Peninsula Division of the Hetch Hetchy 
Aqueduct (Page & Turnbull 2000). 


4.12.3 Regulatory Setting 


The following federal and local laws, regulations, ordinances, and rules pertain to cultural resources 
and the construction and operation of the WSX Alternative. 
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4.12.3.1 Federal 


Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 


Section 106 requires federal agencies, or those they fund or permit, to consider the effects of their 
actions on the properties that may be eligible for listing or are listed in the NRHP. To determine 
whether an undertaking could affect NRHP-eligible properties, cultural resources (including 
archaeological, historical, and architectural properties) must be inventoried and evaluated for listing 
in the NRHP. Although compliance with Section 106 is the responsibility of the lead federal agency, 
the work necessary to comply can be undertaken by others. 


The Section 106 process entails six basic steps, listed below. 

m Initiate consultation and public involvement. 

= Identify and evaluate historic properties. 

m Assess effects of the project on historic properties. 

= Consult with SHPO regarding adverse effects on historic properties, resulting ina MOA. 


= Submit the MOA to the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP). 


= Proceed in accordance with the MOA. 


Federal Historic Significance Criteria 
For federal projects, cultural resource significance is evaluated in terms of eligibility for listing in the 
NRHP. NRHP criteria for eligibility are defined below. 


The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, and culture is present in 
districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects of state and local importance that possess integrity of 
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling and association, and that 


m are associated with events that have made a contribution to the broad pattern of our history; 
m are associated with the lives of people significant in our past; 


= embody the distinct characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that represent 
the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant and 
distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or 


m have yielded, or are likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history (36 CFR 60.4). 


BART has been authorized by FTA to proceed with consultation with SHPO regarding adverse 
effects on significant historical properties within the APE. FTA has formally initiated consultation 
and the process will continue until the completion of all cultural resources technical studies. 
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4.12.3.2 State 


Regulations Concerning the Discovery of Human Remains 


According to the California Health and Safety Code, six or more human burials at one location 
constitute a cemetery (Section 8100), and disturbance of Native American cemeteries is a felony 
(Section 7052). Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code requires that construction or 
excavation be stopped in the vicinity of discovered human remains until the coroner can determine 
whether the remains are those of a Native American. If the remains are determined to be Native 
American, the coroner must contact the Native American Heritage Center (NAHC). NAHC must 
then attempt to notify any descendants, and arrangements for appropriate treatment of the remains 
must be made in consultation with the descendants. 


4.12.3.3 Local 


Fremont General Plan Guidance for Cultural Resources 


The Fremont General Plan (City of Fremont 1991, as amended) provides a list of primary resources 
located in the city. The Fremont General Plan listing meets the requirements of Public Resources 
Code Section 5020.1(k), which states that properties officially designated or recognized as 
historically significant by a local government are considered significant resources. 


4.12.4 Summary of Known Archaeological and 
Architectural Resources 


The following sections describe known archaeological and architectural resources in, or directly 
adjacent to, the cultural resources study area.’ At the time of the May—June 2002 site survey, no 
indications of archaeological deposits could be seen on the ground surface (Jones & Stokes 2002). 
Consequently, discussion of archaeological resources is based on the results of previous surveys and 
excavation work. Discussions of historic architectural resources and historic landscape features 
incorporate the results of the 2002 survey. Figure 4.12-1c shows the locations of the resources 
described below. 


CA-ALA-343 


CA-ALA-343 is a large prehistoric Native American site that has been subject to numerous 
archaeological investigations since it was first recorded in 1968 (King 1968). FTA, has determined, 
with SHPO concurrence, that this site is eligible for listing in the NRHP (OHP 2006b). This site 
meets the eligibility criteria for listing in both the NRHP and the California Register of Historical 
Resources (CRHR) under CRHR listing Criterion A (ability to address broad patterns of regional 


>In 1999, archaeological monitoring for fiber-optic cable installation identified several prehistoric artifacts in the 
backdirt in the Warm Springs Rail Yard in Fremont, an area at the southernmost portion of the WSX Alternative 
area where several railroad tracks converge. A test excavation was conducted, and based on the degree of 
disturbance and the presence of modern debris mixed with archaeological materials, the excavators concluded that 
the archaeological deposit lacked integrity and was probably the result of transported fill materials (Chambers Group 
1999). Accordingly, this deposit is not discussed further in this EIS. 
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history) and Criterion D (potential to yield important information on prehistory), due to the size of 
the site and richness of the site both in diagnostic artifacts and burials, and in the association of 
burials with artifacts. It is a large village site that has the potential to yield information regarding the 
prehistory of the Ohlone Indians, the region, and California. There is also significant public interest 
in CA-ALA-343 due to the large quantity of human remains that have been found there. 


The following brief summaries of the results of investigations to date at CA-ALA-343 demonstrate 
the site’s potential to yield information and highlight the richness of this historically significant site. 


= Thomas King first recorded CA-ALA-343 in 1968. He located the site on the west side of Tule 
Pond (see description of Tule Pond in Section 4.5, Hydrology and Water Quality). In the site 
record he placed the southwestern boundary of the site at Civic Center Drive and the northwest 
boundary at Walnut Avenue (King 1968). 


m Leslie Wildensen conducted an excavation program at CA-ALA-343 and mapped the western 
part of the site with her students. The excavation recovered numerous artifacts and identified 
nine features, including hearths and human bone (not associated with the hearth). Wildensen’s 
students excavated five human burials and noted many more, particularly in the area of Walnut 
Avenue (Wildensen 1968). 


m Miley Holman and David Chavez conducted a survey and subsequent excavation of an area north 
of Walnut Avenue. They did not recover any significant archaeological materials (Chavez and 
Holman 1974). 


m Parkman re-recorded CA-ALA-343 in 1980, in response to ongoing damage to the site by the 
City of Fremont. Parkman placed part of the site at the intersection of Civic Center Drive and 
Stevenson Boulevard and included the south side of Walnut Avenue and the area west of Tule 
Pond. At that point, the portion of the site to the east of Tule Pond had not yet been recorded 
(Holman & Associates 1996). 


m Archaeological Resource Service conducted a test excavation west of Tule Pond, south of Walnut 
Avenue and east of Civic Center drive. This study established the depth of this portion of the 
site, showing that cultural materials were all located in the upper 2 meters (approximately 6 feet) 
of soil over almost the entire area (Holman & Associates 1996). 


m The Center for Anthropological Research at San Jose State University conducted extensive 
excavations at CA-ALA-343 in 1985. Human bone fragments in Native American burials were 
identified, but no midden deposits were found below | meter (approximately 3 feet) below the 
surface. Much information relevant to subsistence and religious practices was recovered, as well 
as data on resource acquisition and processing (Hall 1985, Holman & Associates 1996). 


m Hall, Jurmain, and Nelson recovered 71 burials from the site in 1987 while monitoring 
construction activities west of Tule Pond, south of Walnut Avenue, and east of Civic Center 
Drive. Numerous artifacts associated with the burials were also uncovered (Hall et al. 1988, 
Holman & Associates 1996). This investigation confirmed previous suspicions that the site was 
much larger and more extensive than originally thought. 


m Chavez, Hupman, and Woodbridge conducted the archaeological studies for the original 
environmental impact report for the BART Warm Springs Extension (San Francisco Bay Area 
Rapid Transit District 1992). Their report indicated that the proposed project could potentially 
cause significant impacts on CA-ALA-343 (Chavez et al. 1991). 
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= Holman & Associates conducted a series of investigations between 1989 and 1996. They 
performed a thorough survey of the region around CA-ALA-343 and carried out test excavations. 
The field investigations resulted in the identification of additional prehistoric archaeological 
deposits representing an extension of prehistoric site CA-ALA-343 and possibly another site 
including nineteenth century historic remains. The excavations conducted in 1994 helped to 
establish some dates of occupation spanning from approximately 3,370 Before Present through 
the Spanish and Mexican periods to the later nineteenth century. Holman & Associates, who 
were in charge of the investigations, also identified information regarding dietary practices and 
settlement patterns (Holman & Associates 1996). These studies are also important because they 
identified significant prehistoric resources on the east side of Tule Pond. 


m In June 2001, Andrew Galvan of Archaeor was involved in the excavation of 311 burials from 
CA-ALA-343. Archaeor is currently producing a report detailing the results of this excavation. 
The report was not available for use in this EIS. However, the potential for the discovery of 
additional Native American burials and archaeological deposits in the vicinity is believed to be 
high (Galvan pers. comm.). 


Based on the surveys and excavations discussed above, the WSX Alternative alignment does not 
appear to cross directly through the site as the boundaries are currently understood. However, the 
boundaries of the site are poorly defined; it is not known if CA-ALA-343 extends through the WSX 
alignment. It is assumed that the site does extend into the WSX alignment as discussed in the 
Section 106 report currently being prepared for the WSX project (please refer to the regulatory 
section for a definition of Section 106 of the National Register of Historic Places). 


Archaeological Features Associated with the Gallegos 
Winery 


In the 2002 SEIR prepared for the WSX project pursuant to CEQA, it was determined that there was 
the potential for the discovery of historic archaeological resources associated with the Gallegos 
Winery. William Self Associates conducted an archaeological investigation for the City of Fremont 
in March 2002 to identify subsurface historic archaeological resources and assess the effects of the 
city’s grade separations project. The report detailing the results of that investigation identifies the 
Gallegos Winery as a significant historic archaeological resource that appears to meet the criteria for 
listing in the CRHR and the NRHP and recommended archaeological test excavation as a mitigation 
measure for potential adverse effects on the historic winery (William Self Associates 2002). 


William Self Associates (William Self Associates 2003) subsequently conducted archaeological 
testing and evaluated the winery for its potential eligibility for inclusion in the CRHR. William Self 
Associates conducted the archaeological investigation in order to mitigate impacts that will result 
from the Fremont grade separation project. The 2003 investigation included additional archival 
research, photographic documentation to Historic American Building Survey (HABS)-like standards, 
preconstruction testing to evaluate the vertical and horizontal boundaries of the site, and a magnetic 
geophysical survey of portions of the site (William Self Associates 2003). In summary, the William 
Self Associates report (2003) concludes that the structural remains of the Gallegos Winery are indeed 
eligible for listing in the CRHR. However, the report also concluded that the subsurface 
archaeological component of the Gallegos Winery does not meet the significance criteria for 
inclusion in the CRHR. 
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The research and testing methods of the William Self Associates archaeological investigation appear 
to meet the standards of Section 106 and the findings appear conclusive. Therefore, there will be no 
adverse effect on archaeological resources located at the winery as a result of the WSX Alternative. 
The additional research conducted for the William Self Associates 2003 investigation included 
mitigation measures to reduce the impacts of the grade separation project on the historic structural 
remains of the Winery. On February 27, 2006, SHPO formally concurred that there are no 
significant archaeological remains associated with the Gallegos Winery (OHP 2006a, 2006b). 


Hetch Hetchy Aqueduct Bay/Peninsula Division Pipeline 
Nos. 1 and 2 


A segment of the Bay/Peninsula Division of the Hetch Hetchy Aqueduct travels through the WSX 
Alternative area immediately north of and parallel to Paseo Padre Parkway. As discussed above, the 
aqueduct is an important water system built between 1914 and 1934 to move water from Hetch 
Hetchy Reservoir to the San Francisco Bay Area (Page & Turnbull 2000). The two pipelines located 
in the WSX Alternative area (Pipelines Nos. | and 2) retain integrity and appear to be eligible for 
listing in the CRHR and the NRHP because of their association with the Hetch Hetchy Aqueduct and 
early water development in the Bay Area and California. SHPO formally concurred that this resource 
is eligible for listing in the NRHP and will not be adversely affected by the proposed project (OHP 
2006a, 2006b). 


Irvington Pump Station Complex 


The Irvington Pump Station complex is located directly north of Paseo Padre Parkway between the 
former SP and WP tracks. The buildings constituting the pump station complex were constructed 
between 1947 and 1955 as an improvement to the Hetch Hetchy Aqueduct. The property was 
previously recorded and evaluated for the NRHP in 2000 (Page & Turnbull 2000). The previous 
evaluation recommended that the Irvington Pump Station complex does not appear to meet NRHP 
criteria. Jones & Stokes revisited the site as part of this investigation and reevaluated the property 
for CRHR eligibility. The Irvington Pump Station complex does not appear to meet the criteria for 
listing in the CRHR. Furthermore, Jones & Stokes concurs with the 2000 evaluation that the 
property does not appear to meet NRHP criteria. On February 27, 2006, SHPO formally concurred 
that this resource is not eligible for listing in the NRHP (OHP 2006b). The Irvington Pump Station 
structures will be removed as part of a separate project. 


William Y. Horner House at 3101 Driscoll Road 


The William Y. Horner House is a single-family residence constructed circa the 1850s to 1860s. The 
building and surrounding landscape retain a high degree of integrity and are associated with William 
Y. Horner, an important early settler in the area. The property appears to be eligible for listing in the 
CRHR. The 1992 EIR indicates that the property appears to be eligible for listing in the CRHR and 
may be eligible for listing in the NRHP (San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 1991). The 
property is also listed as a primary historical resource in the Fremont General Plan (City of Fremont 
1991, as amended), and was recommended as eligible for the NRHP by William Self Associates 
(2002) in investigations conducted for the city’s grade separations project. 
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Jones & Stokes revisited the site as part of this investigation. Jones & Stokes determined that the 
property continues to retain those characteristics that made it eligible for listing in the CRHR in 
1992. Furthermore, Jones & Stokes concurs with the 2002 evaluation that the property appears to 
meet NRHP eligibility. The residence retains integrity and appears to meet Criterion B of the NRHP 
for its association with William Y. Horner, an important early settler in the area. In addition, the 
historic landscape, including two palm trees and two pepper trees at the front of the residence and a 
black oak tree at the rear, adds to the integrity of the property. SHPO formally concurred that this 
resource is eligible for listing in the NRHP, and it will not be adversely affected by the proposed 
project (OHP 2006a, 2006b). 


A secondary residence (3073 Driscoll Road) is located at the rear of the parcel. This building lacks 
integrity and therefore does not appear to meet CRHR or NRHP eligibility. 


Dr. J. H. Durham House at 42539 Osgood Road 


The Dr. J. H. Durham House at 42539 Osgood Road was previously recorded and evaluated for the 
NRHP in 2000 (William Self Associates 2000). The previous evaluation recommended that the 
property did appear to meet NRHP criteria at a local level. SHPO reviewed the resource and 
concurred with the 2000 NRHP finding. Jones & Stokes revisited the property as part of this project 
and found no significant changes since the previous evaluation. Therefore, the Durham House is 
considered eligible for listing in the NRHP and the CRHR. SHPO formally acknowledged that the 
2000 NRHP finding remains valid; the resource is eligible for listing in the NRHP, but it will not be 
adversely affected by the proposed project (OHP 2006a, 2006b). 


Historic Landscape Features 


Two large eucalyptus (Eucalyptus sp.) trees are present in the cultural resources study area near Tule 
Pond. One tree stands just south of Walnut Avenue and the second north of Stevenson Boulevard. 
The trees were analyzed as potential features of a historic landscape. The two large eucalyptus trees 
in the cultural resources study area were likely planted by the turn of the twentieth century as a 
windbreak or as shade trees for a nearby residence or structure. As isolated plantings associated only 
with a single former residence, the trees lack historical significance and therefore do not appear to 
meet the criteria for listing in the CRHR or the NRHP. On February 27, 2006, SHPO formally 
concurred that this resource is not eligible for listing in the NRHP (OHP 2006b). 


Former Nineteenth Century Western Pacific Railroad 
Alignment 


Two parallel UP railroad alignments travel north-south run through the WSX Alternative area. The 
alignment to the west is referred to as the former nineteenth century WP alignment and the alignment 
to the east is referred to as the former twentieth century WP alignment. The former nineteenth 
century WP alignment includes two trestles, one located immediately north of Paseo Padre Parkway 
and the other at Mission Boulevard. As described above, the alignment was originally constructed in 
1869 as a WP alignment and later became part of the SP, before its acquisition by UP in recent years 
(U.S. Geological Survey 1940, Cadero 1953). The alignment lacks integrity and therefore does not 
appear to meet the criteria for listing in the CRHR or the NRHP. On February 27, 2006, SHPO 
formally concurred that this resource is not eligible for listing in the NRHP (OHP 2006b). 
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Former Twentieth Century Western Pacific Railroad 
Alignment 


The former twentieth century WP alignment is located directly east of the former nineteenth century 
WP alignment and parallels it. The twentieth century WP alignment was constructed in the early 
twentieth century. It was originally constructed by WP and became part of the UP in the 1980s 
(Drury 1999). The alignment lacks integrity and therefore does not appear to meet the criteria for 
listing in the CRHR or the NRHP. On February 27, 2006, SHPO formally concurred that this 
resource is not eligible for listing in the NRHP (OHP 2006b). 


Warehouse at 41075 Railroad Avenue 


A warehouse constructed in 1938 is located at 41075 Railroad Avenue. The property has been 
heavily modified and lacks integrity and therefore does not appear to meet the criteria for CRHR or 
the NRHP eligibility. On February 27, 2006, SHPO formally concurred that this resource is not 
eligible for listing in the NRHP (OHP 2006b). 


Warehouse at 41655 Osgood Road 


A warehouse is located at 41655 Osgood Road. The Alameda County Assessor’s Office indicates 
conflicting construction dates of 1949 and 1954 for the building. The property was previously 
recorded and evaluated for the NRHP in 2000, and it was recommended at that time that the building 
did not appear to meet NRHP criteria (William Self Associates 2000). The property was reevaluated 
for CRHR eligibility as part of this investigation. The warehouse at 41655 Osgood Road has been 
heavily modified and lacks integrity and therefore does not appear to meet the criteria for CRHR. 
Jones & Stokes also concurs with the 2000 evaluation that the property does not appear to meet 
NRHP eligibility. On February 27, 2006, SHPO formally concurred that this resource is not eligible 
for listing in the NRHP (OHP 2006b). 


Residence at 43303 Osgood Road 


A residence constructed in 1950 is located at 43303 Osgood Road. The property was recorded and 
evaluated for the NRHP in 2000 (William Self Associates 2000). The previous evaluation 
recommended that the property did not appear to meet NRHP criteria. The property was reevaluated 
for CRHR eligibility as part of this investigation. The residence at 43303 Osgood Road does not 
appear to be historically or architecturally significant and therefore does not appear to meet the 
criteria for CRHR eligibility. Jones & Stokes also concurs with the 2000 evaluation that the property 
does not appear to meet NRHP criteria. On February 27, 2006, SHPO formally concurred that this 
resource is not eligible for listing in the NRHP (OHP 2006b). 


Ford House at 41753 Osgood Road 


The Ford House is a single-family residence constructed circa 1895. Two separate evaluations were 
completed for the Ford House (in 1991 and 2000). The 1992 EIR states that, although the building is 
listed in the Fremont Secondary Historical Resources Inventory, it does not appear to be eligible for 
the CRHR because it is a common resource type in the San Francisco Bay Area (Chavez et al. 1991, 
San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 1991). A second report recommended that the 
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property appeared to be eligible for listing in the NRHP at a local level (William Self Associates 
2000). SHPO reviewed the resource and concurred with the 2000 William Self finding. Jones & 
Stokes revisited the property as part of this project and found no significant changes have taken place 
to the property since the 2000 evaluation. Therefore, based upon concurrence by SHPO and the lack 
of subsequent changes to the characteristics of the property, the Ford House is eligible for listing in 
the NRHP and the CRHR. SHPO formally acknowledged that the 2000 NRHP finding remains valid; 
the resource is eligible for listing in the NRHP, and it will be adversely affected by the project (OHP 
2006a, 2006b). 


Complex at 44960 Old Warm Springs Road 


A complex including three single-family residences, a garage, and a barn is located at 44960 Old 
Warm Springs Road. A row of mature palm trees fronts the property. Alameda County Assessor’s 
Office records indicate that one of the three residences was constructed in 1962, but no construction 
date is listed for the other two residences, the garage, or the barn. Based on the building materials 
used, the barn, the garage, and one residence were most likely constructed by the 1940s. The third 
residence appears to have been constructed in recent years. The 1940s residence, garage, and barn 
lack historical and architectural significance and therefore do not appear to meet the criteria for 
listing in the CRHR or the NRHP. The palm trees do not appear to be historically significant and 
therefore do not meet CRHR or NRHP criteria. The remaining two residences do not meet the 
exceptional significance criteria established for recently constructed properties and therefore do not 
appear to be eligible for CRHR or NRHP listing. On February 27, 2006, SHPO formally concurred 
that this resource is not eligible for listing in the NRHP (OHP 2006b). 


Gallegos Winery Architectural Remains and Associated 
Features 


In the 2002 SEIR prepared for the WSX project pursuant to CEQA, it was determined that the 
structural remains of the Gallegos Winery and some of the associated historic landscape features (six 
historic palm trees arranged in a semicircle) appeared to meet the criteria for eligibility for listing in 
the CRHR and the NRHP (San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 2002). The Gallegos 
Winery structural remains and associated features (palm trees) are located at the corner of 
Washington Boulevard and Osgood Road. The winery structural remains and associated features 
consist of remnants of the winery walls and foundation, a historic landscape (six palm trees arranged 
in a semicircle), and some historic debris. A chain-link fence encloses most of the ruins. 


The property was previously recorded and evaluated for NRHP and the California Register of 
Historical Resources (CRHR) in 2002 and 2003 (William Self Associates 2002, 2003). The previous 
evaluation recommended that the property appeared to meet NRHP Criteria A and B at a local level. 
The property is also listed as a primary historical resource in the Fremont General Plan (City of 
Fremont 1991, as amended). Jones & Stokes revisited the property as part of this analysis and found 
no significant changes since the previous evaluation and therefore concurs with the 2002 and 2003 
assessments. 


According to the 2002 and 2003 evaluation, the Gallegos Winery structural remains appear to be 
eligible for the NRHP because of its association with the Gallegos family as well as their association 
with events of importance including the development of local agriculture and the Fremont-Irvington 
District. The remains of the Gallegos structure retain sufficient integrity of design, workmanship, 
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setting, and feeling that they are considered significant to local history. Also, the historic landscape 
of the winery retains considerable integrity. The grade constructed to permit delivery of grapes to the 
upper stories of the building remains, as well as the original palm trees that formed the edge of a 
reflecting pool and were an integral part of the front elevation of the winery structure. SHPO 
formally concurred that this resource is eligible for listing in the NRHP, and it will be adversely 
affected by the proposed project (OHP 2006a, 2006b). 


Other Buildings 


In addition to these resources, numerous recently constructed buildings are located in the cultural 
resources study area. These buildings are adjacent to the WSX Alternative corridor and are chiefly 
located between Walnut Avenue and Stevenson Boulevard, between Stevenson Boulevard and Paseo 
Padre Parkway, and along the eastern part of the WSX Alternative corridor between Paseo Padre 
Parkway and Washington Boulevard. Where the WSX Alternative alignment parallels Osgood Road 
and then Warm Springs Boulevard, several industrial warehouses and commercial buildings and a 
few recently constructed residences are located along the WSX Alternative corridor. In addition, two 
modern bridges (Auto Mall Bridge and Grimmer Bridge) and a drainage ditch are located in the 
WSX Alternative area in this vicinity. These buildings and structures are all of recent construction, 
and do not meet the exceptional significance criteria threshold set for buildings constructed within 
the past 50 years. 


4.12.5 Environmental Consequences and 
Mitigation Measures 


4.12.5.1 Methodology for Analysis of Environmental 
Consequences 


Under federal regulations, adverse effects on cultural resources need only be analyzed if a resource 
meets the eligibility criteria for listing in the NRHP. Federal regulations define an adverse effect on 
a cultural resource when the effect may diminish the integrity of the property’s location, design, 
setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association. Adverse effects on historic properties can 
include: 


m Physical destruction of or damage to all or part of the property; 


# Alteration of a property, including restoration, rehabilitation, repair, maintenance, stabilization, 
hazardous material remediation, and provision of handicapped access, that is not consistent with 
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR Part 68) 
and applicable guidelines; 


= Removal of the property from its historic location; 


m= Change of the character of the property's use or of physical features within the property's setting 
that contribute to its historic significance; 


m Introduction of visual, atmospheric, or audible elements that diminish the integrity of the 
property’s significant historic features; 
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= Neglect of a property that causes its deterioration, except where such neglect and deterioration 
are recognized qualities of a property of religious and cultural significance to an Indian tribe or 
Native Hawaiian organization; and 


m Transfer, lease, or sale of property out of federal ownership or control without adequate and 
legally enforceable restrictions or conditions to ensure long-term preservation of the property’s 
historic significance. 


4.12.5.2 Alternative-Specific Environmental Analysis 
Effects Related to Operation of the WSX Alternative 


The WSX Alternative may result in the destruction of subsurface archaeological features and the 
alteration of historic settings, and may require the demolition or removal of existing buildings, 
structures, and linear and landscape features. A total of 12 buildings, structures, and linear and 
landscape features more than 50 years old have been identified and evaluated for historical 
significance. Four of the resources evaluated (Hetch Hetchy Aqueduct Bay/Peninsula Division 
Pipelines Nos. | and 2, the William Y. Horner House, the Dr. J. H. Durham House, and the Ford 
House), appear to be historically or architecturally significant. The following sections provide 
additional information regarding impacts related to individual features. 


Impact CR-1(a)—Potential for secondary visual impacts to William Y. Horner House. 


WSX Alternative. The William Y. Horner House is located approximately 85 feet from the WSX 
alignment. As part of the WSX Alternative, BART will construct a sound wall along the property 
line between the Horner House and the WSX alignment to mitigate noise impacts. The sound wall 
will cause no visual impacts to the Horner House, as it will be located approximately 50 feet from the 
Horner House and closer to the WSX alignment than the Horner House. Furthermore, existing 
vegetation will partially shield the sound wall from view. The Homer House would continue to 
convey its historical significance. Consequently, no effect on the Horner House is anticipated. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no project-related visual impacts to 
William Y. Horner House. 


Impact CR-1(b)—Potential for vibration damage to William Y. Horner House. 


WSX Alternative. The William Y. Horner House is located close to the WSX Alternative 
alignment, and it experiences vibration from movement of trains along the UP rail alignment. 
Studies conducted by Jones & Stokes for this document indicate that the WSX Alternative would 
increase vibration levels in the vicinity of Driscoll Road and Washington Road, where the Horner 
House is located. Groundborne vibration impacts and potential mitigation measures are discussed in 
detail in Section 4.13, Noise and Vibration. The Horner House is one of 8 buildings identified in the 
Paseo Padre Parkway to Washington Boulevard segment of the WSX Alternative corridor that would 
be subject to substantial groundborne vibration effects due to the operation of the WSX Alternative. 
The studies conclude that groundborne vibration levels associated with the WSX Alternative can be 
reduced to levels not to exceed 85 VdB with implementation of Mitigation Measure N-2. Because 
vibration levels can be reduced to levels less than 95—100 VdB, the level at which groundborne 
vibration has the potential to cause structural and cosmetic damage to historical resources, vibration 
effects on the Horner House would be negligible. 
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The most vibration-intensive construction methods, such as pile driving, would not be necessary is in 
the vicinity of Horner House. The distance between the Horner House and the WSX Alignment and 
the implementation of Mitigation Measure N-5 would further reduce construction vibration impacts. 


Mitigation Measure N-2—Implement vibration-reducing measures at vibration-sensitive land 
uses in the WSX Alternative corridor. This mitigation measure is described in Section 4.13, Noise 
and Vibration. 


Mitigation Measure N-5-—Employ vibration-reducing construction practices. This 
mitigation measure is described in Section 4.13, Noise and Vibration. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no project-related damage to 
William Y. Horner House. 


Impact CR-2—Potential for ground-disturbing activities to result in substantial change in the 
significance of archaeological resources: site CA-ALA-343 and previously unknown or buried 
cultural deposits or human remains. 


WSX Alternative. Construction of the WSX Alternative would require excavation, grading, fill 
placement, and other ground-disturbing activities. Excavation depths would range from 3 feet to as 
much as approximately 40 feet or more. As described in the affected environment section above, 
CA-ALA-343 has been determined to be eligible for listing in the NRHP. Although not currently 
known to extend into the project area, Chavez et al. (1991) and others strongly suggest that 
construction of the WSX Alternative could result in permanent substantial impacts on unidentified 
portions of CA-ALA-343 south of Tule Pond. Unless it is determined that subsurface features 
associated with CA-ALA-343 are absent from the project area or lack integrity to contribute to the 
site’s significance, it is assumed that important subsurface deposits may be present in the 

WSX Alternative area and that construction of the elevated structures and subway for the 

WSX Alternative would potentially destroy a portion of a significant resource. Accordingly, impacts 
on CA-ALA-343 would be substantial. 


Also as described in the existing conditions section above, research indicates that previously 
unidentified buried archaeological resources, both prehistoric and historic, are likely to be present in 
the WSX Alternative area. As a result, construction has the potential to damage or destroy 
undocumented archaeological resources, possibly including human remains. 


The project alignment has been divided into segments as shown below to facilitate discussion of the 
particular areas of disturbance that would occur as a result of the WSX Alternative. Each segment is 
identified below and discussed in terms of its sensitivity for the presence of buried archaeological 
deposits based on the boring logs and geological information currently available. 


= Segment 1: north end of APE to northern subway portal. 


Sensitivity: This entire area is considered very highly sensitive for the presence of archaeological 
deposits because of the likelihood that CA-ALA-343 extends from the east and west into the right-of- 
way. It is also likely that the site extends south from its current plotted location towards Stevenson 
Boulevard. 


Disturbance: Extensive disturbance in this area would be required to construct the elevated structure 
and relocate a flood detention basin between the two known locations of CA-ALA-343. 
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m Segment 2: subway tunnel beneath Fremont Central Park and Lake Elizabeth. 


Sensitivity: The soils in this segment comprise Holocene alluvium and Basin deposits that indicate a 
high level of sensitivity for the presence of buried archaeological deposits. 


Disturbance: This segment encompasses the length of the subway tunnel where cut-and-cover 
construction is proposed. The width of the tunnel excavation will be a maximum of 100 feet, 
resulting in extensive subsurface disturbance. There would be additional disturbance related to 
construction activities. 


= Segment 3: southern subway portal to Paseo Padre Parkway. 


Sensitivity: This area is considered highly sensitive for buried archaeological deposits because 
young alluvial soils in this area were deposited in the Holocene period and are less than 10,000 years 
old. 


Disturbance: This segment encompasses the southern subway portal and utility trenching from the 
traction power substation (built at grade on fill) approximately 700 feet north of Paseo Padre 
Parkway to the point where the BART alignment joins the WP tracks. Minimal disturbance 
subsurface would occur in this area. 


= Segment 4: Paseo Padre Parkway to Washington Boulevard and Irvington Station. 


Sensitivity: This segment has a moderate to high level of sensitivity because the soils are generally 
Pleistocene age alluvial deposits (10,000—1.2 million years old) and undifferentiated alluvium (age 
cannot be determined). 


Disturbance: This segment includes the intersection of the BART alignment and Paseo Padre 
Parkway abutment on the north, middle, and south sides of Paseo Padre Parkway. The Washington 
Boulevard abutment and overpass are part of the city’s grade separations project. While much of the 
alignment would be constructed on existing WP tracks, there would be limited subsurface 
disturbance at both intersections to construct overpasses and at the optional Irvington Station site. 


= Segment 5: at grade from Irvington Station to Grimmer Boulevard overpass. 


Sensitivity: The soils in this segment are from the Holocene period and are considered highly 
sensitive for the presence of buried deposits. 


Disturbance: This portion of the alignment would be constructed on the existing WP tracks. There 
would be a drainage channel under the alignment just south of the Irvington Station and one south of 
Auto Mall Parkway. A traction power substation would be located south of Blacow Road. At the 
intersection of the BART alignment and Grimmer Boulevard, there would be an abutment on the 
north, middle, and south sides of Grimmer Boulevard. In general there will be minimal subsurface 
disturbance in this segment. 


= Segment 6: Grimmer Boulevard to end of alignment. 


Sensitivity: There is a high sensitivity for the presence of buried archaeological deposits in this 
segment because the underlying soils are from the Holocene period. 


Disturbance: There would be extensive surface disturbance due to the construction of the Warm 
Springs Station. The majority of the construction at the Warm Springs Station would involve a 
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parking lot; therefore, deep disturbance would not be extensive. All other parts of this segment 
would be built on existing tracks at grade. 


The following mitigation measures would minimize the impacts of ground-disturbing activities on 
archaeological resources. 


Mitigation Measure CR-2(a)—Prepare and implement MOA and historical properties 
treatment plan for APE. BART will prepare and enter into an MOA with SHPO that 
assumes the presence of a significant archaeological site and potential adverse effects on 
resources, including human remains. The MOA will provide for subsurface testing and data 
recovery in a detailed treatment plan for the entire APE as needed prior to construction, as 
well as other measures to minimize and mitigate impacts. The treatment plan will include, 
but not be limited to the details described in Mitigation Measures CR-2(b), CR-2(c), and CR- 
2(d). 


Mitigation Measure CR-2(b)—Conduct geomorphological research and subsurface 
investigations, including backhoe trenching. Based on examinations of the project area, 
the entire APE, with the exception of filled areas, is considered moderately to very highly 
sensitive for the potential for buried cultural resources. 


To locate buried sites within the project APE, the following procedures will be implemented. 
However, regardless of the sensitivity of the area, if the project will not result in subsurface 
disturbance in a particular location, no subsurface investigations will be required in that 
location. By undertaking the majority of the procedures described below prior to 
construction, monitoring and construction delays can be reduced. 


The project segments (Segments 1-6, as identified above in the impact discussion) have been 
classified into three broad types of sensitivity: very high, high, and high to moderate. Each 
classification is reached by considering known sites, setting, and sediment type. This 
information is then compared against proposed construction impacts, with resource 
identification and treatment activities varying accordingly. 


m Very High Sensitivity (Segment 1): Because of the presence of a known site, impacts on 
Segment | (north end of APE to northern subway portal) will be addressed in an MOA 
and treatment plan. This entire portion of the APE will be subjected to some degree of 
subsurface archaeological testing prior to construction; such testing will be detailed in an 
MOA and treatment plan. 


m= High Sensitivity (Segments 2, 3,5, and 6): To test for buried cultural materials in areas 
with Holocene period alluvium where subsurface disturbance is proposed, backhoe 
trenches will be excavated in open areas on a regular grid at intervals of approximately 
500 feet. The depth of trenches will be to the maximum reach of the machine or until 
groundwater level is reached. Soil descriptions and profiles will be drawn as needed. A 
geoarchaeologist will be present during this testing activity and will use their judgment to 
continue or limit backhoe testing within the Basin Sediments. The subway tunnel will be 
monitored for disturbance occurring as deep as approximately 15 feet, because 
preconstruction excavation would not be possible. 


m High to Moderate Sensitivity (Segment 4): Pleistocene and Undifferentiated Alluvium in 
this segments will be tested using backhoe trenches at intervals of approximately 
650 feet, in open areas as available, and only where subsurface disturbance is proposed. 
These trenches will be excavated below the proposed depth of construction, which in the 
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at-grade areas may be fairly shallow. Based on the results of this effort and sediment 
conditions, the geoarchaeologist may recommend a closer trenching interval within the 
Pleistocene and Undifferentiated Alluvium. 


Mitigation Measure CR-2(c)—Conduct subsurface testing, data recovery, and reporting 
for CA-ALA-343. SHPO has concurred that CA-ALA-343 is an NRHP-eligible resource 
that will be adversely affected by the WSX Alternative. BART will conduct subsurface 
testing to assess and minimize potential effects on prehistoric and historic archaeological 
resources at CA-ALA-343 and vicinity. To establish the presence or absence and the 
integrity of CA-ALA-343 deposits in the project area, BART will design a focused 
subsurface testing program and implement it in areas south of Tule Pond and north of 
Stevenson Boulevard that have not previously been subject to subsurface archaeological 
investigations. To do this, BART will retain qualified archaeologists to conduct the 
investigation, which will follow standard professional practice for the evaluation of cultural 
resources. Before the investigation begins, a work plan will be prepared, including Native 
American protocols for the project, a research design, and methods of conducting the study. 


Following test excavations, a technical report will be prepared to document the results of the 
investigation. The technical report will be submitted to BART and also placed on file at the 
Northwest Information Center of the California Historical Resources Information System at 
Sonoma State University. If archaeological deposits are discovered, the report will define the 
WSX Alternative’s expected effects and present specific recommendations for subsequent 
actions. Consideration will be given to preserving important archaeological deposits in the 
project area by avoiding the deposits or otherwise protecting them from impacts, if feasible. 


If preservation alternatives are not possible or feasible, BART will conduct data recovery for 
CA-ALA-343 and vicinity in order to minimize impacts. If significant archaeological 
deposits that cannot be avoided or otherwise protected are found within the WSX Alternative 
area, BART will ensure that data recovery is implemented by qualified archaeologists in 
accordance with standard professional practices. If archaeological deposits that indicate the 
presence or probable likelihood of Native American human remains are discovered, the data 
recovery plan will be prepared and implemented in consultation with appropriate 
representatives of the Native American community. The objective of archaeological data 
recovery will be to adequately recover the scientifically consequential information from and 
about the historical resource. The results of the study will be deposited with the California 
Historical Resources Regional Information Center. 


Mitigation Measure CR-2(d)—Stop work if buried cultural deposits are encountered 
during construction activities. If buried cultural resources such as chipped or ground stone, 
quantities of bone or shell material, or historic debris or building foundations are 
inadvertently discovered during ground-disturbing activities, work will be stopped within a 
100-foot radius of the find until a qualified archaeologist can assess the significance of the 
find. If, after evaluation by a qualified archaeologist, an archaeological site or other find is 
identified as meeting the criteria for inclusion in the NRHP or the CRHR, BART will retain a 
qualified archaeologist to develop and implement an adequate program for investigation, 
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avoidance if feasible, and data recovery for the site, with Native American consultation, if 
appropriate.’ 


If human skeletal remains are inadvertently encountered during construction of the 

WSX Alternative, the contractor will contact the Alameda County Coroner immediately. If 
the County Coroner determines that the remains are Native American, the coroner will 
contact the NAHC, as required by Section 7050.5[c] of the California Health and Safety 
Code, and the County Coordinator of Indian Affairs. A qualified archaeologist will also be 
contacted immediately. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no project-related substantial 
change in the significance of site CA-ALA-343 and no project-related disturbance of previously 
unknown cultural deposits or human remains during ground-disturbing activities. 


Impact CR-3—Potential impact on a significant architectural resource: Hetch Hetchy 
Aqueduct. 


WSX Alternative. The portion of the Hetch Hetchy Aqueduct (Bay/Peninsula Division Pipeline 
Nos. | and 2) located in the cultural resources study area appears to be eligible for NRHP and CRHR 
listing. The physical loss of any segment of either of these two pipelines would constitute a 
substantial impact on the resource. However, the WSX Alternative would construct an alignment 
over Bay/Peninsula Division Pipelines Nos. 1 and 2 and thus is not expected to materially impair 
(i.e., demolish or substantially alter the physical characteristics of) either of the pipelines. The 
pipelines would continue to convey their historical significance. Consequently, no effect on these 
pipelines is anticipated. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no project-related substantial 
change in the significance of the Hetch Hetchy Aqueduct. 


Impact CR-4— Potential impact on a significant architectural resource: Dr. J. H. Durham 
House. 


WSX Alternative. The Durham House (42539 Osgood Road) is eligible for the NRHP and the 
CRHR . The residence is situated at the northeast corner of a relatively large parcel (2.59 acres) near 
the WSX Alternative alignment. Additional historic landscape features are located close to the 
residence. The building and historic landscape features are more than 390 feet from the 

WSX Alternative alignment and are separated from the alignment by an open field. Therefore, the 
WSX Alignment is not expected to cause the physical destruction, relocation, or alteration of the 
building or associated historic landscape features and therefore would not affect the resource. In 
addition, because the residence is located more than 390 feet from the WSX Alternative alignment, 
increased groundborne vibration levels are not expected to have an effect on the property. Because 
the property would continue to convey its historical significance, no effect on the building and/or 
landscape features is anticipated. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no project-related substantial 
change in the significance of Dr. J. H. Durham House. 


* This portion of Mitigation Measures CR-2 applies to the WSX Alternative area where construction is not 
anticipated to encounter archaeological remains and will therefore not be monitored or previously investigated by 
qualified archaeologists. 
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Impacts Related to Construction of the WSX Alternative 


No temporary impacts on cultural resources are expected as a result of construction of the WSX 
Alternative. 


Impacts Related to Operation of the Optional Irvington Station 


Impact CR-5—Potential impact on structural remains of Gallegos Winery and associated 
features. 


Optional Irvington Station. The structural remains and associated features (palm trees) of the 
Gallegos Winery have been determined to be eligible for listing in the NRHP and the CRHR with a 
local level of significance under NRHP Criterion A and CRHR Criterion 1, for their association with 
people of importance to local history (Juan Gallegos) as well as their association with events of 
importance including the development of local agriculture and the Irvington District. 
Implementation of the Optional Irvington Station would result in the construction of a pedestrian 
walkway and parking lot on the Gallegos property that would result in a loss of historic setting to the 
structural remains of the winery and associated features, thereby altering them to such a degree that 
the ability of the site to convey its significance would be materially impaired. This would constitute 
an impact on the site. However, the following mitigation measure would minimize this impact. 


Mitigation Measure CR-5—Preserve and interpret structural remains of Gallegos 
Winery and associated features. BART will not disturb the structural remains of the 
winery and retain as many of the historic palm trees as feasible. This way the site can be 
incorporated into the proposed optional Irvington Station walkway and parking lot. An 
appropriate barrier or fencing will be placed between the proposed walkway/parking lot and 
the structural remains so that the site is protected and also visible to the public. BART will 
also display an interpretive plaque or signage explaining the history and significance of the 
site nearby the winery ruins. The objective of this interpretive tool would be to increase local 
and regional public awareness of this historic site, as well as an awareness of BART’s efforts 
to maintain the structural remains while preserving its essential historic character. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no project-related substantial 
change in the significance of the structural remains of the Gallegos Winery. 


Impact CR-6—Potential impact on a significant architectural resource: Ford House. 


Optional Irvington Station. The Ford House (41753 Osgood Road) is eligible for listing in the 
NRHP and the CRHR with a local level of significance under NRHP Criterion C and CRHR 
Criterion 3, as an example of a late 19th century in-town Queen Anne style residence in Fremont. 
Implementation of the optional Irvington Station would result in the construction of a parking lot and 
kiss-and-ride lot on the Ford property and would also involve the demolition of a modern structure to 
the rear of the Ford House. The proposed construction would result in a loss of historic setting to the 
Ford House and associated landscape. Construction of the Irvington option would have a direct 
impact on the actual Ford House parcel, thereby altering the site to such a degree that the ability of 
the building to convey its significance as a residence would be materially impaired. This outcome 
would constitute a significant impact on the site. However, implementation of the following 
mitigation measure would minimize this impact. 
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Mitigation Measure CR-6(a)}—Document the Ford House. BART will hire a qualified 
cultural resources management specialist to document the Ford House with a historical 
narrative and large-format photographs in a manner consistent with the Historic American 
Buildings Survey (HABS). Copies of the narrative and photographs would be distributed to 
branches of the Alameda County Library system, Alameda County Historical Society, and 
the Washington Township Historical Society. The preparation of the HABS documentation 
will follow standard National Park Service procedures. There will be three main tasks: 
gather data, prepare photographic documentation, and prepare written historic and descriptive 
reports. The photographic documentation will consist of large-format photography 
conforming to HABS standards. Photographic documentation will include 4- by 5-inch 
negatives in labeled sleeves, 8- by 10-inch prints mounted on labeled photo cards, and an 
index to the photographs. In addition to the residence and its setting, the research will 
include possible photographic reproduction of any available building blueprints. 


Mitigation Measure CR-6(b)—Adapt Ford House for reuse. BART will retain the Ford 
House (41753 Osgood Road) and adjoining mature landscape for reuse as part of the 
proposed Optional Irvington Station. 


1. Prior to the rehabilitation or reuse of any portion of the Ford House and associated 
landscape features, a qualified cultural resource management specialist will prepare a 
Historic Structures Report following Office of Historic Preservation guidelines. The 
report shall document the construction history of the Ford House property; identify the 
character-defining features of the residence (i.e., the form and detailing of exterior 
building materials), and record the existing appearance and condition of the building. 


2. Based on information from the Historic Structures Report, BART will rehabilitate the 
Ford House and will explore adaptive reuse options (1.e., office, commercial 
establishment) for the building according to guidelines established in the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic 
Buildings. As part of the reuse efforts, BART will take steps to retain the building’s 
architectural significance (i.e., historic appearance) despite any planned alterations or 
additions necessary for contemporary use. Physical changes to the Ford House shall not 
result in the loss of the building’s historic character or integrity. 


3. Prior to the rehabilitation or reuse of any portion of the Ford House, a qualified cultural 
resource management specialist will also prepare a preservation and maintenance plan for 
the Ford House that is compatible with The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 
Treatment of Historic Properties. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no project-related substantial 
change in the significance of the Ford House. 


Impacts Related to Construction of the Optional Irvington Station 


No temporary impacts on cultural resources are expected as a result of constructing the optional 
Irvington Station. 
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4.13.1 Introduction 


This section describes the existing noise and vibration conditions for the WSX Alternative and 
examines potential short- and long-term changes that may result from the WSX Alternative, focusing 
on existing and projected levels of noise and groundborne vibration. 


The affected environment information, methodology, and environmental consequences analysis 
presented here are summarized from analyses prepared for BART by Jones & Stokes (Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Report: Bart Warm Springs Extension, 2003) and the noise and vibration 
technical report prepared by Harris, Miller, Miller & Hanson (Noise and Vibration Impact 
Assessment for the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District [BART] Warm Springs Extension 
Project, 2003 [available at BART offices at 300 Lakeshore Drive, 21st Floor, Oakland, CA 94612]), 
as well as from review of relevant documents. 


4.13.1.1 Noise Terminology 


Sound is mechanical energy transmitted by pressure waves in a compressible medium such as air. 
Noise can be defined as unwanted sound. Sound is characterized by various parameters that include 
the rate of oscillation of sound waves (frequency), the speed of propagation, and the pressure level or 
energy content (amplitude). Sound pressure level (amplitude) is the most common descriptor used to 
characterize the loudness of ambient sound. The decibel (dB) scale is used to quantify sound 
intensity. Because sound pressure varies over an extremely large range, the dB scale is logarithmic, 
which keeps sound intensity numbers convenient and manageable. Because the human ear is not 
equally sensitive to all frequencies, noise measurements are also commonly weighted more heavily 
for frequencies of maximum human sensitivity in a process called A-weighting. These adjusted 
measurements are expressed in units called A-weighted decibels, or dBA. 


Several different types of descriptors are used to characterize the time-varying nature of sound. 
These descriptors include the equivalent sound level (Leq), the minimum and maximum sound levels 
(Linin and Linax), the percentile-exceeded sound levels (Lx), the day-night level (Lan), and the 
community noise equivalent level (CNEL). Brief definitions of these and other terms used in this 
section follow. 


= Sound — A vibratory disturbance created by a vibrating object, which, when transmitted by 
pressure waves through a medium such as air, is capable of being detected by a receiving 
mechanism, such as the human ear or a microphone. 


BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 4.13-1 
Volume 1 . J&S 04071.04 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Section 4.13. Noise and Vibration 


= Noise — Sound that is loud, unpleasant, unexpected, or otherwise undesirable. 


= Decibel (dB) — A unitless measure of sound on a logarithmic scale that indicates the squared 
ratio of sound pressure amplitude to a reference sound pressure amplitude (20 micropascals). 
The range of normally encountered sound can be expressed by values between 0 and 
120 decibels. In general, human sound perception is such that a change in sound level of 3 dB is 
just noticeable; a change of 5 dB is clearly noticeable; and a change of 10 dB is perceived as 
doubling or halving the sound level. 


= A-Weighted Decibel (dBA) — An overall frequency-weighted sound level measurement in 
decibels that approximates the frequency response of the human ear. The human ear can detect a 
wide range of frequencies. However, because the sensitivity of human hearing varies with 
frequency, the A-weighting system is commonly used when measuring environmental noise to 
provide a single number descriptor that correlates with human subjective response. 


= Maximum Sound Level (Lax) — The maximum sound level measured during the measurement 
period. 


= Minimum Sound Level (Lyin) — The minimum sound level measured during the measurement 
period. 


= Equivalent Sound Level (Leq) — Leq can be thought of as the steady-state sound level that 
represents the same sound energy contained in the actual varying sound levels over a specified 
time period (typically 1 hour or 24 hours). Because environmental noise fluctuates from moment 
to moment, it is common practice to condense all of this information into a single number, called 
the “equivalent” sound level (L.,). Often the L., values over a 24-hour period are used to 
calculate cumulative noise exposure in terms of the Day-Night Sound Level (Lan). 


= Day-Night Level (Lan) — The energy average of the A-weighted sound levels occurring during a 
24-hour period, with 10 dB added to sound levels occurring during the period from 10:00 p.m. to 
7:00 a.m. Many surveys have shown that Lg, is well correlated with human annoyance; therefore 
this descriptor is widely used for environmental noise impact assessment. Figure 4.13-1 provides 
examples of typical noise environments and criteria in terms of Lg,. While the extremes of Lan 
are shown to range from 35 dBA in a wilderness environment to 85 dBA in noisy urban 
environments, Lan is generally found to range between 55 dBA and 75 dBA in most communities. 
As shown in Figure 4.13-1, span ranges between an “ideal” residential environment and the 
threshold for an unacceptable residential environment according to the U.S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development and the U.S. EPA. 


= Percentile-Exceeded Sound Level (Lx) — The sound level exceeded during a specified 
percentage (,x) of a given time period. For example, Lio is the sound level exceeded 10% of the 
time. 


= Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) — The energy average of the A-weighted sound 
levels occurring during a 24-hour period, with approximately 4.8 dB added to the A-weighted 
sound levels during the period from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. and 10 dB added to the A-weighted 
sound levels during the period from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. 


Lan and CNEL values rarely differ by more than 1 dB. As a matter of practice, La, and CNEL values 
are considered equivalent and are treated as such in this assessment. 
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The noise and vibration technical report, Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment for the San 
Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART) Warm Springs Extension Project (Harris, Miller, 
Miller & Hanson 2003) provides a more detailed discussion of noise terminology. 


4.13.1.2 Vibration Terminology 


Groundborne vibration is the oscillatory motion of the ground about some equilibrium position, and 
can be described in terms of displacement, velocity, or acceleration. Because sensitivity to vibration 
typically corresponds to the amplitude of vibration velocity within the low-frequency range of most 
concern for environmental vibration (roughly 5 to 100 Hz), velocity is the preferred measure for 
evaluating groundborne vibration from transit projects. 


The most common measure used to quantify vibration amplitude is the peak particle velocity (PPV), 
defined as the maximum instantaneous peak of the vibratory motion. PPV is typically used in 
monitoring blasting and other types of construction-generated vibration, since it is related to the 
stresses experienced by building components. Although PPV is appropriate for evaluating building 
damage, it is less suitable for evaluating human response. Human response is better related to the 
average vibration amplitude. Thus, groundborne vibration from transit trains is usually characterized 
in terms of the “smoothed” root mean square (rms) vibration velocity level in decibels (VdB), with a 
reference quantity of | micro-inch per second. VdB is used in place of dB to avoid confusing 
vibration decibels with sound decibels. 


Figure 4.13-2 illustrates typical groundborne vibration levels for common sources as well as criteria 
for human and structural response to groundborne vibration. As shown, the range of interest is from 
approximately 50 to 100 VdB, from imperceptible background vibration to the threshold of damage. 
Although the approximate threshold of human perception to vibration is 65 VdB, annoyance is 
usually not an impact unless the vibration exceeds 70 VdB. 


4.13.2 Affected Environment 


4.13.2.1 Methodology for Assessment of Existing 
Conditions 


The noise and vibration study area comprises developed land uses adjacent to the WSX Alternative 
alignment. The following sections describe the methods used to characterize existing noise and 
vibration conditions in the noise and vibration study area, and provide background information on 
airborne noise and groundborne vibration issues related to the WSX Alternative. 


4.13.2.2 Assessment of Existing Conditions 


Assessment of Existing Noise Conditions 


For the WSX Alternative alignment, noise-sensitive land uses were first identified based on 
preliminary alignment drawings, aerial photographs, and visual surveys. Areas adjacent to the 
alignment include single- and multi-family residences, together with some non-residential 
(commercial and industrial) and institutional land uses (e.g. schools, churches, hospitals). Adjacent 
uses are currently exposed to noise from vehicle traffic (on Driscoll Road, Washington Boulevard, 
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South Grimmer Boulevard, and other local streets) and from freight trains on the UP rail lines. 
Railroad activity on the existing UP tracks varies between 17 and 20 train operations daily, with 
operations occurring intermittently throughout the day and night. Estimates of the average number of 
cars per train vary between 60 and 70, with 2 to 4 locomotives per train. The average speed of the 
rail cars along the tracks is 20 to 50 mph (Furtney pers. comm.). 


Existing ambient noise levels in the above areas were characterized through direct measurements at 
selected sites along the WSX Alternative alignment during the period from May 13 through May 16, 
2002. Estimating existing noise exposure is an important step in the noise impact assessment 
because the criteria used to assess noise impacts are based on existing levels of noise exposure. The 
measurements taken in May 2002 included both long-term (typically 24-hour) and short-term 
(1-hour) monitoring of the A-weighted sound level at representative noise-sensitive locations. 


All the measurement sites were located in noise-sensitive areas and were selected to represent a range 
of existing noise conditions along the alignment. At each site, the measurement microphone was 
positioned to characterize the exposure of the site to the dominant noise sources in the area. For 
example, microphones were located at the approximate setback lines of the receptors from adjacent 
roads or rail lines and were positioned to avoid acoustic shielding by landscaping, fences, or other 
obstructions. 


Figure 4.13-3 shows the general location of the nine long-term (LT) monitoring sites (LT-1 through 
LT-9) and three short-term (ST) monitoring sites (ST-1 through ST-3). A description of each noise 
measurement site follows. Predominant sources of noise and land uses near each measurement 
position are also discussed. 


North of Walnut Avenue to Fremont Central Park—Lake Elizabeth 


Washington Hospital is located west of BART’s existing Fremont Station. Residential land uses are 
located to the north and south of the WSX Alternative alignment. Multi-family residential units that 
in the area include the Presidio, The Benton, and Red Hawk Ranch complexes 


Site LT-1 was located east of the WSX Alternative alignment at the Presidio Apartments. The 
microphone was located in the parking lot at the edge of the WSX Alternative alignment. Traffic on 
Walnut and local residential activities were the largest contributors to the noise environment. 


Site LT-2 was located east of the WSX Alternative alignment at the Red Hawk Ranch Apartments. 
The microphone was located in the parking lot at the edge of the WSX Alternative alignment. 
Distant traffic and neighborhood activities contributed to the noise environment at this measurement 
site. 


Fremont Central Park/Lake Elizabeth to Paseo Padre Parkway 


Noise-sensitive receptors in this area include users of Fremont Central Park and single-family 
residences at the corner of Paseo Padre Parkway and the UP tracks. 


Site LT-3 was located east of the WSX Alternative alignment, at 1549 Valdez Way. The 
microphone was located in the back yard of the single-family residence. Dominant sources of noise 
at this site included freight trains, distant auto traffic and neighborhood activities. 
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Vibration Sources and Responses 
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Noise Monitoring Sites 
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Site LT-4 was located east of the WSX Alternative alignment at 40807 Vaca Road. The microphone 
was located in the backyard of the single-family residence. An 8-foot-high wooden fence separates 
the back yard from the former WP tracks. Traffic on Paseo Padre Parkway was the dominant source 
of noise at this site. Local activities also contributed to the noise environment. 


Site ST-1 was located east of the WSX Alternative alignment at Fremont Central Park, near the 
walking path off Stevenson Boulevard. Distant traffic and construction contributed to the noise 
environment at this site. 


Paseo Padre Parkway to Washington Boulevard 


Noise-sensitive receptors in this area include single-family residences on both west and east sides of 
the WSX Alternative alignment, south of Paseo Padre Parkway. 


Site LT-5 was located west of the WSX Alternative alignment at 3240 Neal Road. The microphone 
was placed in the backyard of a multi-family residence separated from the adjacent freight tracks by 
a 6-foot-high fence. Freight trains, traffic, and local activities contributed to the noise environment at 
this site. 


Site LT-6 was located east of the WSX Alternative alignment at 3073 Driscoll Road. The 
microphone was located in the yard of the single-family residence. Freight trains, as well as vehicle 
traffic on Driscoll Road and Washington Boulevard, contributed to the noise environment at this site. 


Site ST-2 was located at the two churches on Driscoll Road. The noise measurement was taken from 
the site of the loudest peak-hour at LT-6, which was located next to the churches at a single-family 
residence. Contributors to noise at this site included traffic on Driscoll Road. 


Washington Boulevard to Auto Mall Parkway 


Noise-sensitive receptors in this area include single-family residences along the entire western stretch 
of the WSX Alternative alignment and single-family residences east of the alignment along Bruce 
Drive and Osgood Road. 


Site LT-7 was located west of the WSX Alternative alignment at 3621 Kay Court. The microphone 
was located in the backyard of the single-family residence at the end of the cul-de-sac. Freight train 
traffic dominated the noise environment at this site. 


Site LT-8 was located west of the WSX Alternative alignment at 43244 Newport Drive. The 
microphone was located behind the single-family residence, at the facade of the house. Freight train 
traffic dominated the noise environment at this site. 


Site ST-3 was located west of the WSX Alternative alignment at E.M. Grimmer Elementary School. 
The microphone was located in the playing fields near the freight tracks. Airplane overflights and 
local activities contributed to the noise environment at this site. 


Auto Mall Parkway to South of East Warren Avenue 


East of the WSX Alternative alignment, land uses are commercial/industrial. West of the alignment, 
land uses are primarily commercial/industrial, except for a few scattered residences north of 
Grimmer Boulevard. The Church of Mission Peak is located approximately 2,500 feet from the 
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WSX Alternative alignment on Brown Road, and Warm Springs Baptist Church is located 
approximately 1,600 feet from the WSX Alternative alignment on East Warren Street. 


Site LT-9 was located west of the WSX Alternative alignment at 44788 Old Warm Springs Road. 
The microphone was placed in the side yard of a single-family residence. Auto traffic on Grimmer 
Boulevard and Old Warm Springs Road dominated the noise environment at this site. 


Assessment of Existing Groundborne Vibration Conditions 


Four vibration testing sites (V-1 though V-4) were selected to represent a range of soil conditions in 
areas along the corridor that include a significant number of vibration-sensitive receptors 

(Figure 4.13-4). From May 14 through May 15, 2002, a groundborne vibration propagation test was 
conducted at each of these sites by impacting the ground and measuring the input force and 
corresponding ground vibration response at various distances from the input site. The resulting 
force-response transfer function can be combined with the known input force characteristics of the 
BART vehicle to predict future vibration levels at locations along the WSX Alternative corridor. A 
description of each vibration testing site follows. Land uses near each measurement position are also 
discussed. 


Site V-1 was located along the WSX Alternative alignment near the Red Hawk Ranch Apartments, at 
the southern end of the undeveloped area extending from Walnut Avenue and Tule Pond south to 
Stevenson Boulevard. This site is representative of the vibration-sensitive receptors in the northern 
section of the corridor. 


Site V-2 was located east of the WSX Alternative alignment adjacent to Paseo Padre Parkway. This 
site 1s representative of vibration-sensitive sites on both sides of Paseo Padre Parkway. 


Site V-3 was located west of the WSX Alternative alignment at E.M. Grimmer Elementary School. 
This site is representative of vibration-sensitive receptors west of the WSX Alternative corridor and 
south of Washington Boulevard. 


Site V-4 was located east of the WSX Alternative alignment in an industrial area on Osgood Court. 
The measurements were performed across the WSX Alternative alignment from a residential area 
north of Auto Mall Parkway. This site is representative of vibration-sensitive receptors at the 
southern end of the WSX Alternative alignment. 


4.13.2.3 Existing Conditions 


Existing Noise Conditions 


Table 4.13-1 describes the land uses surrounding each of the noise monitoring sites and the principal 
existing noise sources affecting each site. Table 4.13-2 summarizes the results of noise monitoring 
conducted in 2002. 
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Existing Vibration Conditions 


The only considerable sources of existing groundborne vibration along the WSX Alternative 
alignment are the UP freight trains operating along the existing tracks in the corridor. Figure 4.13-5 
shows existing vibration levels generated by the freight trains as a function of distance from the 
track. The vibration measurements of the freight trains represent the current vibration levels 
experienced by residents near the active UP line, and are not related to the BART vehicles. 


In addition to measuring the vibration levels from the existing freight trains, the vibration 
propagation characteristics of the substrate were also measured at representative locations. This 
information is used later in the process of predicting ground vibration from BART train operations. 


4.13.3 Regulatory Setting 
4.13.3.1 Federal Guidelines 


The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) has adopted noise and vibration criteria for the evaluation 
of noise impacts associated with mass transit projects, including rail rapid transit systems. These 
criteria are contained within the FTA guidance manual, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact 
Assessment (Federal Transit Administration 1995). Operational noise and vibration impacts 
associated with the WSX Alternative are assessed using FTA’s criteria, which are discussed below. 


The FTA noise impact criteria are founded on well-documented research on community reaction to 
noise and are based on a sliding-scale description of change in noise exposure. Although higher 
transit noise levels are allowed in neighborhoods with high levels of existing noise, smaller increases 
in cumulative noise exposure are allowed with increasing levels in areas with higher existing noise. 


The FTA noise impact criteria group noise-sensitive land uses into the following three categories. 


= Category 1 — Buildings or parks where quiet is an essential element of their purpose. 


m Category 2 — Residences and buildings where people normally sleep. This category includes 
residences, hospitals, and hotels, where nighttime sensitivity is assumed to be of utmost 
importance. 


= Category 3 — Institutional land uses with primarily daytime and evening use. This category 
includes schools, libraries, churches, and active parks. 


Lan is used to characterize noise exposure for residential areas (Category 2). For other noise-sensitive 
land uses, such as outdoor amphitheaters and school buildings (Categories 1 and 3), the maximum 
1-hour Lg during the facility’s operating period is used. 


There are two levels of impact included in the FTA criteria. The interpretation of these two levels of 
impact is summarized below: 


m Severe: Severe noise impacts are considered "significant" as this term is used in the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and implementing regulations. Noise mitigation will 
normally be specified for severe impact areas unless there is no practical method of mitigating 
the noise. 
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m= Impact: In this range of noise impact, sometimes referred to as moderate impact, other project- 
specific factors must be considered to determine the magnitude of the impact and the need for 
mitigation. These other factors can include the predicted increase over existing noise levels, the 
types and number of noise-sensitive land uses affected, existing outdoor-indoor sound insulation, 
and the cost effectiveness of mitigating noise to more acceptable levels. 


The noise impact criteria are summarized in Table 4.13-3. The first column shows the existing noise 
exposure, and the other columns show the additional noise exposure from the WSX Alternative that 
would cause either moderate or severe impacts. The future noise exposure would be the combination 
of the existing noise exposure plus the additional noise exposure caused by the WSX Alternative. 
Table 4.13-3 shows the amount of noise a project can generate, depending on existing noise levels, 
before FTA noise criteria are exceeded. 


Table 4.13-3. FTA Noise Impact Criteria 
Noise Exposure Criteria, Lan or Leg (ABA) 


Existing Noise Exposure Category | or 2 Sites Category 3 Sites 
Leg or Lan Moderate Impact Severe Impact Moderate Impact Severe Impact 
<43 Amb.+10 Amb.+15 Amb.+15 Amb.+20 
43 52 58 57 63 
44 52 59 57 64 
45 52 59 57 64 
46 52 59 57 64 
47 52 59 57 64 
48 53 59 58 64 
49 53 59 58 64 
50 53 60 58 65 
51 54 60 59 65 
52 54 60 59 65 
53 54 60 59 65 
54 55 61 60 66 
55 55 61 60 66 
56 56 62 61 67 
57 56 62 61 67 
58 57 62 62 67 
59 57 63 62 68 
60 58 63 63 68 
61 58 64 63 69 
62 59 64 64 69 
63 60 65 65 70 
64 60 66 65 71 
65 61 66 66 71 
66 61 67 66 72 
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Noise Exposure Criteria, Lg, or L.g (dBA) 


Existing Noise Exposure Category 1 or 2 Sites Category 3 Sites 
Leq or Lan Moderate Impact Severe Impact Moderate Impact Severe Impact 
67 62 67 67 73 
68 63 68 68 73 
69 64 69 69 74 
70 64 69 69 74 
71 65 70 70 ae 
72 65 71 70 76 
73 65 72 70 77 
is 65 72 70 77 
75 65 73 70 = 
76 65 74 70 79 
77 65 75 70 80 
>77 65 75 70 80 


Notes: 
Lan is used for land uses where nighttime sensitivity is a factor; maximum 1-hour L,, is used for land use 
involving only daytime activities. 


Source: Federal Transit Administration 1995 


FTA’s vibration impact criteria are thresholds for ground-borne vibration and ground-borne noise 
(i.e., “rumbling” or other noise associated with vibration), depending on the land use category. 
These criteria are presented in Table 4.13-4. Special criteria (not shown in Table 4.13-4) apply to 
particularly sensitive building types, such as concert halls, TV studios, recording studios, 
auditoriums, and theaters. 
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Table 4.13-4. FTA Ground-Borne Vibration and Noise Impact Criteria 


Ground-Borne Vibration Ground-Borne Noise 
Impact Levels Impact Levels 
(VdB re 1 micro-inch/sec) (dB re 20 micro Pascals) 


Land Use Frequent Infrequent Frequent Infrequent 


7 . Events” Events* Events” 
Category Description of Land Use Category Byatt bea — ae 


Buildings where low ambient vibration is 
essential to the operations within the building, 
which vibrations may be well below levels 
associated with human annoyance. Concert 
halls, TV studios and recording studios are 
included in this category only for the purpose 

1 of applying these screening distances. Always 65 VdB° 65 VdB° as 14 
included are vibration-sensitive research and 
manufacturing, hospitals with vibration- 
sensitive equipment, certain university research 
operations, and computer-chip manufacturing 
facilities where electron microscopes and 
photolithographic equipment are used. 


Residences and buildings where people 
normally sleep. This category includes homes, 
hospitals, and hotels. Theatres and auditoriums 
2 are included in this category for the purpose of 72 VdB 80 VdB 35 dBA 43 dBA 
applying screening distances only. 


Institutional land uses such as schools, libraries, 
and churches. Buildings with interior spaces 
where vibration-sensitive equipment is not 
3 present but where excessive vibration could 75 VdB 83 VdB 40 dBA 48 dBA 
cause activity interference through human 
annoyance are included (e.g., certain offices). 


Notes: 


“Frequent Events” is defined as more than 70 vibration events per day. Most transit actions fall into this category. 


io” 


“Infrequent Events” is defined as fewer than 70 vibration events per day. This category includes most commuter 
rail systems. 


° 


This criterion limit is based on levels that are acceptable for most moderately sensitive equipment such as optical 
microscopes. Vibration sensitive manufacturing or research will require detailed evaluation to define the 
acceptable vibration levels. Ensuring lower vibration levels in a building often requires special design of the 
HVAC systems and stiffened floors. 

4 Vibration-sensitive equipment is not sensitive to ground-bome noise. 


Source: Federal Transit Administration 1995 


In addition to the vibration criteria summarized in Table 4.13-4, FTA has established vibration 
damage criteria of 0.20 inches per second (approximately 100 VdB) for fragile buildings, and 0.12 
inches per second (approximately 95 VdB) for extremely fragile historic buildings. 
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There are no commonly accepted criteria for acceptable levels of noise from construction activities. 
FTA suggests the guidelines shown in Table 4.13-5 as reasonable criteria for the assessment of 
construction noise impacts. 


Table 4.13-5. FTA Suggested Construction Noise Criteria 


One-Hour L,, (dBA) 


Land Use Day Night 
Residential 90 80 
Commercial 100 100 
Industrial 100 100 


Source: Federal Transit Administration 1995 


The FTA guidance manual does not include any noise limits that are specifically applicable to 
stationary ancillary equipment such as substations and ventilation shafts. Therefore, BART’s criteria 
for operational noise from ancillary facilities are used in this analysis. BART’s adopted criteria for 
noise and vibration are found in its 1992 Extensions Program System Design Criteria. The criteria 
specify maximum passby noise and vibration levels for BART trains and maximum noise levels from 
ancillary facilities, which are related directly to the community area categories defined by BART. 
Table 4.13-6 presents the BART criteria for ancillary facilities. 


Table 4.13-6. BART Design Criteria for Operational Noise from Ancillary Facilities 


Maximum Noise Level (dBA) 


BART Area Category* Transient Continuous 
Category I, Low Density Residential: urban residential, open space park, 50 40 
suburban residential or quiet recreation area; no nearby highways or 
boulevards 
Category II, Average Residential: urban residential, quiet apartments and 55 45 
hotels, open space, suburban residential, or occupied outdoor areas near busy 
streets 
Category III, High Density Residential: urban residential, average semi- 60 50 


residential/commercial areas, parks, museum, and non-commercial public 
building areas 


Category IV, Commercial: areas with office buildings, retail stores, etc., 65 55 
primarily daytime occupancy; central business districts 

Category I Industrial/Highway: areas or freeway and highway corridors 70 65 
Notes: 


Criteria are reduced by 5 dBA for noises with pure tones. 
* Residential land uses are described in additional detail in Section 3.4 (Land Use and Planning). 


Source: San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 1992 
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4.13.4 Environmental Consequences and 
Mitigation Measures 


This section presents the analysis of potential noise and vibration impacts that could result from 
implementation of the WSX Alternative. Where adverse noise impacts are identified, mitigation 
measures to reduce the severity of impacts are identified, where feasible. 


4.13.4.1 Methodology for Analysis of Environmental 
Consequences 


Noise Impacts Methodology 


BART train and ancillary equipment noise impacts associated with implementation of the WSX 
Alternative were evaluated using methods defined by FTA (Federal Transit Administration 1995). 
Additional information considered included noise measurements conducted by Wilson, Ihrig & 
Associates, Inc. (WIA) and published in 1998 (Wilson, Ihrig & Associates, Inc. 1998), the speed 
profile designed by BART’s general engineering consultant, and the conceptual engineering 
drawings of the alignment (see Figure 3-5a through Figure 3-8b). Key assumptions and analytical 
methods used in this assessment are summarized below.' 


m Based on the WIA memorandum, the predictions assume that a single 75-foot-long vehicle 
operating at 80 mph on ballast and tie track with continuous welded rail (CWR) generates a 
maximum noise level of 84 dBA at a distance of 50 feet from the track centerline. The 
projections of Limax values at receptors along the corridor are calculated using standard models for 
transit vehicles and take into account the actual anticipated operating speed of the vehicles. 


m= The span of service (hours of operation) for the WSX Alternative would be between 4:00 a.m. 
and midnight. The operating plan for BART service specifies peak headways of 12 minutes and 
an off-peak headway of 20 minutes, for both the Richmond service and the Daly City service. 
BART vehicles would operate with 10 cars throughout the day. 


m Peak operations would occur between 4:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. and off-peak operations would 
occur between 7:00 p.m. and 12:00 a.m. for the Warm Springs/Richmond Service. The 
operations would be identical for the Warm Springs/Daly City service, except that peak 
operations would commence at 5:00 a.m. 


m Vehicle operating speeds are based on the speed profile. Speed limits would range from 36 mph 
to 70 mph along the corridor. 


= An additional 6 dB is added to the noise projections for receptors near crossovers.” 


'In this NEPA document, FTA noise criteria are used to identify noise impacts. In the 2003 Supplemental EIR (San 
Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit 2003), BART’s adopted noise criteria from its Extensions Program System 
Design Criteria were used to identify noise impacts. The FTA noise impact criteria is used in this analysis and 
identifies more noise impacts than the BART noise impact criteria. 

* The term crossover refers to special trackwork that allow transit vehicles to switch between tracks. Crossovers 
contain gaps in the track to allow the wheels to move from one track to the other, and these gaps generate additional 
noise and vibration as the vehicle moves through the crossover. 
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Noise impacts resulting from construction activities were modeled using methodology developed by 
FTA (Federal Transit Administration 1995). Under this methodology, FTA identifies noise source 
levels at a fixed distance of 50 feet for various types of construction activity. The noise levels from 
these sources are then calculated at receiver locations based on a noise attenuation model. 


Vibration Impacts Methodology 


Vibration impacts caused by BART trains associated with the WSX Alternative were evaluated using 
methods defined by FTA (Federal Transit Administration 1995) and vibration measurement data. 
Key assumptions and analysis methods used in this assessment are summarized below. 


m Vibration source levels were based on measurements previously conducted on vehicles operating 
on the existing BART system by WIA (1998). 


= Vibration propagation tests were conducted at four sites along the corridor near sensitive 
receptors. Figure 4.13-4 shows the locations of the propagation tests along the proposed WSX 
Alternative corridor. These tests measured the ground’s response to an input force. The results 
of these tests were combined with the vibration source level measurements to provide projections 
of future vibration levels from vehicles operating on the WSX Alternative alignment. A more 
detailed discussion of the vibration impact analysis procedure is contained in the noise and 
vibration technical report (Harris, Miller, Miller & Hanson 2003). 


m Vehicle operating speeds are based on the BART speed profile. The speed limits range from 
36 mph to 70 mph along the corridor. 


m An additional 10 dB is added to the vibration projections for receptors near crossovers. 


The assessment assumes that the BART vehicle wheels and track are maintained in good condition 
with regular wheel truing and rail grinding. 


4.13.4.2 Alternative-Specific Environmental Analysis 


Impacts Related to Operation of the WSX Alternative 


Impact N-1—Exposure of noise-sensitive land uses to noise from BART trains in the WSX 
Alternative corridor. 


WSX Alternative. Detailed projections were made of the future noise exposure along the WSX 
Alternative alignment. The future noise levels were compared to the measured existing noise levels 
presented above in Existing Conditions to determine locations where noise impacts are expected to 
result from operation of the WSX Alternative. Table 4.13-7 lists results for the residential receptors 
with both daytime and nighttime sensitivity to noise (e.g., residences and hotels), from north to south 
along the alignment. Table 4.13-8 lists all institutional receptors that are not sensitive to noise at 
night (e.g., schools and churches), from north to south along the alignment. Both tables include the 
locations, the civil station, side of track, distance to the near track, and vehicle speed. The distance 
from the near track and the projected noise level represent the worst case within the group of 
residences. All the receptors along the alignment fall into FTA Category 2 (residences and buildings 
where people sleep) or Category 3 (institutional uses with primarily daytime and evening use such as 
schools, libraries, and churches) for the noise analysis. 
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Table 4.13-7 provides the existing and future noise levels in terms of Lan, the projected increase in 
noise, the amount of increase allowed by FTA noise impact criteria, and the number of impacts. 
Table 4.13-8 contains the same information for institutional uses (FTA Category 3), but the noise 
levels are presented in terms of the peak-hour Leg, instead of the Lan. 


As shown in Table 4.13-7, noise impacts are anticipated for a total of 467 residences, with 321 
moderate impacts and 146 severe impacts A brief discussion of each affected area follows. 


m Walnut Avenue to Stevenson Boulevard (east side). Noise impacts are projected at twelve 
buildings in the Red Hawk Ranch Apartments complex that contain 282 total units. There are 
198 moderate noise impacts and 84 severe noise impacts projected at this location. These noise 
impacts would result from a combination of the speed of the BART vehicles and the proximity of 
the buildings to the tracks (less than 100 feet for some buildings) (Figure 4.13-6a). 


m Walnut Avenue to Stevenson Boulevard (west side). Noise impacts are projected at nine 
buildings in the Fremont Villas condominiums that have four units each (for a total of 36 
residences). There are 24 moderate noise impacts and twelve severe noise impacts projected at 
this location. These noise impacts result from a combination of the speed of the BART vehicles 
and the proximity of the buildings to the tracks (less than 50 feet for some buildings) ( 4.13-6a). 


m Valdez Way/Vaca Road (east side). Moderate noise impacts are projected at nine residences in 
this location. The noise impacts are due to the speed of the BART vehicles and the relatively low 
ambient noise levels in this area (Figure 4.13-6b). 


m Paseo Padre Parkway to Washington Boulevard (west side). Moderate noise impacts are 
projected at four residences in this location. The noise impacts at this location are due to the 
proximity of the residences to the crossover located between Stations 2309 and 2315 (Figure 
4.13-6b). 


m Paseo Padre Parkway to Washington Boulevard (east side). Noise impacts are projected at a total 
of 50 single-family residences and at six buildings in the proposed senior housing in this area. Of 
these, 20 are located along Valero Drive within 170 feet of the tracks (plus the Senior Housing 
Project). Moderate impacts are projected at two of the senior housing buildings and severe 
impacts are projected at 20 residences and four of the buildings in the senior housing. In addition 
to the proximity of the residences to the tracks and the speed of the BART vehicles, the crossover 
between Stations 2309 and 2315 is projected to contribute to the noise impacts at these 
residences. Noise impacts are predicted to occur at 30 additional residences just south of this 
area along Driscoll Road. Moderate impacts are projected at ten of these residences and severe 
impacts are projected at 20 of the residences. The noise impact at this location would result 
primarily from the short distance between the tracks and the residences (20 feet for the closest 
residence) (Figure 4.13-6c). 


= Washington Boulevard to Blacow Road (east side). Moderate noise impacts are projected seven 


at residences in this location. The noise impacts at this location would result primarily from the 
speed of the BART vehicles (70 mph) (Figure 4.13-6c). 


m Washington Boulevard to Blacow Road (west side). Twelve noise impacts are projected at 
residences in this location. Moderate impact is projected at six residences and severe impact is 
projected at six residences at this location. The noise impacts at this location would result 
primarily from the speed of the BART vehicles (70 mph) (Figure 4.13-6c). 
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m Blacow Road to Auto Mall Parkway (west side). 58 moderate noise impacts are projected at 
residences in this location. The noise impacts at this location would result primarily from the 
speed of the BART vehicles (70 mph) (Figures 4.13-6c and 6d). 


= Auto Mall Parkway to South Grimmer Road (west side). Three moderate noise impacts are 
projected at residences in this location. The noise impacts at this location would result primarily 
from the speed of the BART vehicles (70 mph). Because of the proximity to the Warm Springs 
Station, the impacts at this location should be reevaluated when more detailed speed profiles are 
developed during final design, which could result in lower projected noise levels (Figures 4.13- 
6c). 


An assessment of noise impacts for institutional receptors was also conducted (see Table 4.13-8). 
This assessment was also based on a comparison of the predicted maximum noise level with the FTA 
design criteria for these types of buildings. 


The measured existing peak hour Lg at the school tends to be low. The measurement was taken 
during a period proscribed by FTA for institutional land uses. For an impact to occur, the peak hour 
L.q must be around 42 to 45 dBA, which is not likely for a suburban daytime Leg. As indicated in 
Table 4.13-8, the results predict moderate noise impact at the E. M. Grimmer Elementary School 
playground. 


The total number of noise impacts (both residential and institutional) along the WSX Alternative 
alignment is 468 (467 residences and the playground). Figures 4.13-6a through 4.13-6e show the 
locations of the noise impacts. 


As stated earlier, FTA’s guidance states that noise mitigation should be applied to severe impacts 
unless there is no practical method of mitigating the noise. In the moderate impact range, other 
project factors should be considered in determining the need for noise mitigation. Two of the factors 
that FTA states should be considered in determining the need for mitigation at the moderate impact 
level include: 


m the increase in noise level due to the introduction of the project, 


m and providing cost effective mitigation measures relative to the amount of noise reduction 
required. 


For this project, all severe impacts are proposed to be mitigated. At the moderate impact level, a 5 
dBA increase in the noise levels due to the project is used to determine the location for mitigation. 
For locations in the moderate impact category with a greater than 5 dBA increase in noise, mitigation 
is recommended. For locations in the moderate impact category with an increase in noise less than 5 
dBA, no noise mitigation is recommended. 


The 5 dBA increase in noise level represents a substantial change in the noise levels due to the 
introduction of the project. In addition, a noise barrier that would provide less than 5 dBA of 
mitigation for the project noise would not be cost effective, based on the amount of reduction 
required. 
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Table 4.13-9 identifies the location of noise barriers needed to provide mitigation for severe impacts 
and moderate impacts where the increase in noise is greater than 5 dB along the WSX Alternative 
alignment. Table 4.13-9 also indicates that noise mitigation with barriers is not feasible for two 
residences. At these two residences, sound insulation would be the only feasible mitigation available 
to reduce impacts. Mitigation Measure N-1 identifies mitigation that would reduce noise impacts 
resulting from operation of the WSX Alternative. 


Table 4.13-9. Potential Locations for Noise Barriers to Reduce Impacts 


Number of Number of 
Residences Residences 
Exposed to Exposed to 
Side of | Length Impacts without Impacts with 
Location Civil Station Track (Feet) Mitigation® Mitigation® 
Walnut Ave to Stevenson Blvd 2223 — 2242 East 1,900 282 0 
Walnut Ave to Stevenson Blvd 2223 — 2240 West 1,700 36 0 
Stevenson Blvd to Paseo Padre 2295-2305 Fast 1,000 9 0 
Parkway 
Paseo Padre Parkway to 
Washington Blvd 2308 — 2337 East 2,900 56 2 
Washington Blvd to Blacow Road 2355 — 2369 West 1,400 10 0 
Total: 8,900 393 2 
Note: 


*“ The mitigation assessment assumes a minimum of 8 dB of noise reduction for a noise barrier. Detailed barrier design 
and mitigation projections are required during the design phase of the project. 


> At these residences, building sound insulation is the only feasible mitigation to reduce impacts 
© Severe impacts and moderate impacts where there is a 5 dB increase in noise. 


Source: Harris, Miller, Miller and Hanson 2002 


Mitigation Measure N-1—Implement noise-reducing measures at noise-sensitive land 
uses in the WSX Alternative corridor. The following mitigation measures are available for 
reducing noise impacts from operation of the WSX Alternative. The measures include but are 
not limited to the following. 


= Noise Barriers — Construction of barriers is a common approach to reducing noise 
impacts from surface transportation sources. The primary requirements for an effective 
noise barrier are that (1) the barrier be high enough and long enough to break the line-of- 
sight between the sound source and the receiver; (2) the barrier be of an impervious 
material with a minimum surface density of 4 lb/sq. ft., and (3) the barrier not have any 
gaps or holes between the panels or at the bottom. Because numerous materials meet 
these requirements, the selection of materials for noise barriers is usually dictated by 
aesthetics, durability, cost, and maintenance considerations. Depending on the proximity 
of the barrier to the tracks and on the track elevation, transit system noise barriers 
typically range in height from between 4 and 8 feet. 


= Building Sound Insulation — Sound insulation of residences and institutional buildings 
to improve the outdoor-to-indoor noise reduction has been widely applied around airports 
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and has seen limited application for transit projects. Although this approach has no effect 
on noise in exterior areas, it may be the best choice for sites where noise barriers are not 
feasible or desirable, and for buildings where indoor sensitivity is of greatest concern. 
Substantial improvements in building sound insulation (on the order of 5 to 10 dBA) can 
often be achieved by adding an extra layer of glazing to the windows, sealing any holes 
in exterior surfaces that act as sound leaks, and providing forced ventilation and air- 
conditioning so that windows need not to be opened. 


= Special Trackwork at Crossovers — Because the impacts of wheels over rail gaps at 
track crossover locations increase noise by about 6 dBA, crossovers in sensitive areas are 
a major source of noise impact. The first option for mitigation is to relocate the 
crossovers. BART Facility Standards do not allow the use of spring rail or moving point 
frogs. Per Standard, all mainline frogs shall be rail-bound manganese type in accordance 
with AREMA Portfolio Plan No. 621. 


The primary mitigation measure would be the construction of sound barrier walls to shield 
areas where impacts are predicted. Table 4.13-9 indicates the approximate noise barrier 
locations, lengths, and side of track, as well as the number of impacts that would be reduced. 
Barriers are assumed to provide at least 8 dB of noise reduction. Other measures may 
include installing building sound insulation and relocating the crossover near Station 2311. 


Specific implementation of the noise mitigation measures described above, including details 
regarding noise barrier heights and lengths, locations for sound insulation, and locations of 
crossover, will be addressed in detail during preliminary engineering and final design, when 
further detail about track and receiver elevation, track location, and other pertinent 
information will be available. This information will be used to adapt the mitigation measures 
presented above on a site-specific basis and will allow design at an appropriate level of detail. 
However, based on reasonable worst-case assumptions, deploying these mitigation measures 
individually or in combination as necessary will suffice to minimize noise impacts. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would not result in any exposure of noise-sensitive 
land uses to noise from BART trains in the WSX Alternative corridor. 


Impact N-2—Exposure of vibration-sensitive land uses to groundborne vibration from BART 
trains. 


WSX Alternative. Predicted groundborne vibration levels (VdB re 1 micro-in./sec.) resulting from 
BART train operations are summarized in Tables 4.13-10 and 4.13-11. Vibration-sensitive land uses 
listed from north to south along the alignment are included in Table 4.13-10 for residential land uses 
and in Table 4.13-11 for institutional land uses. Each table lists the locations from north to south, 
civil station, side of the track, distance to the near track, and projected speed at each location. The 
predicted project maximum vibration level and the FTA impact criterion level are also indicated, 
together with the number of residences predicted to be exposed to vibration impacts. 


Table 4.13-10 indicates that 124 residences are predicted to be exposed to vibration impacts. A brief 
discussion of each affected area follows. 


= Walnut Avenue to Stevenson Boulevard (east side). Project-induced vibration impacts are 
predicted at two buildings in the Red Hawk Ranch Apartments complex with a total of 54 units. 
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The vibration impacts result from a combination of the speed of the BART vehicles and the 
proximity of the buildings to the tracks (less than 100 feet for some buildings). 


= Walnut Avenue to Stevenson Boulevard (west side). Project-induced vibration impacts are 


predicted at three buildings in the Fremont Villas condominiums with four units each (for a total 
of 12 residences). The vibration impacts result from a combination of the speed of the BART 
vehicles and the proximity of the buildings to the tracks (less than 50 feet for some buildings). 


Table 4.13-10. Residential Vibration Impacts of WSX Alternative 


Number of 
Distance Max Residences 
Side of to Near Speed Vibration FTA Exposed to 
Location Civil Station Track Track (ft) (mph) Level”? Criterion* Impacts 
alnuenye te 2227 to 2242 ~—-East 95 50/70 74 D) 54 
Stevenson Blvd 
alee 2230 to 2238 West 45 50/70 81 ie 12 
Stevenson Blvd 
Waldee Way Mace 2290 to 2304. ~— East 300 70 62 72 0 
Road 
Paseo Padre Parkway 
to Washington Blvd 2308 to 2334 West 390 70 60 72 0 
Paseo Padre Parkway 
to Washington Blvd 2308 to 2334 East 20 70 87 42. 8 
Washingion BINGO” paso 4coayon. Bast 340 70 55 ) 0 
Blacow Road 
Washington Blvd” <pbabiao3an:. “avest 95 70 B oD) 10 
Blacow Road 
Blacow Road to 
Auto Mall Pasleway 2370 to 2415 West 115 70 71 72 40 
Auto Mall Parkway 
to South Grimmer 2415 to 2451 West 230 70 55 72 0 
Road 
Total: 124 
Notes: 
* Vibration levels are measured in VdB referenced to 1 micro-inch/second. 
> The vibration levels in this column represent the highest vibration levels at a receptor in this location. 
Source: Harris, Miller, Miller and Hanson 2002 
BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006 
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Table 4.13-11. Institutional Vibration Impacts of WSX Alternative 


Distance Max 
Civil Side of — to Near Speed Vibration FTA 
Location Station Track Track (ft) (mph) Level*” Criterion” Impact? 

Siecance's EPScope! 2324 East 390 70 63 75 No 
Church 

Church of Christ 2325 East 290 70 66 75 No 
EM Gimme Eicmemay+ 9486 West 300 70 61 75 No 
School 

Note: 


* Vibration levels are measured in VdB referenced to 1 micro-inch/sec. 
> The vibration levels in this column represent the highest vibration levels at a receptor in this location. 


Source: Harris, Miller, Miller and Hanson 2002 


m Valdez Way/Vaca Road (east side). No project-induced vibration impacts are predicted at 
residences in this location. The residences are located at least 300 feet from the tracks. 


m Paseo Padre Parkway to Washington Boulevard (west side). No vibration impacts are predicted 


at residences in this location. The residences are located at least 400 feet from the tracks. 


m Paseo Padre Parkway to Washington Boulevard (east side). Project-induced vibration impacts 
are predicted at eight single-family residences in this area. Three residences along Valero Drive 
are located within 170 feet of the tracks. In addition to the proximity of the residences to the 
tracks and the speed of the BART vehicles, the crossover between points 2309 and 2315 is 
expected to contribute to the vibration impact at these residences. Project-induced vibration 
impacts are predicted at five additional residences located just to the south of this area along 
Driscoll Road. The vibration impacts result primarily from the short distance between the tracks 
and the residences (20 feet for the closest residence). 


m Washington Boulevard to Blacow Road (east side). No vibration impacts are predicted at 
residences in this location. The residences are located at least 300 feet from the tracks. 


m Washington Boulevard to Blacow Road (west side). Ten single-family residences are projected 
to sustain vibration impacts. The vibration impacts result from a combination of the speed of the 
BART vehicles (70 mph) and the proximity of the residences to the tracks (within 100 feet). 


m Blacow Road to Auto Mall Parkway (west side). Forty single-family residences are projected to 


sustain vibration impacts. The vibration impacts result from a combination of the speed of the 
BART vehicles (70 mph) and the proximity of the residences to the tracks (within 100 feet). 


m Auto Mall Parkway to South Grimmer Boulevard (west side). No project-induced vibration 
impacts are predicted at residences in this location. The residences are located at least 200 feet 
from the tracks. 


As shown in Table 4.13-11, no potential institutional vibration impacts were identified along the 
WSX Alternative alignment. 
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Figures 4.13-7a through 4.13-7e show the locations of potential impacts created by groundborne 
vibration discussed above. Exposure of residences to vibration from BART train operations is 
considered an impact. Implementation of the following mitigation measure is expected to reduce this 


impact. 


Mitigation Measure N-2—Implement vibration-reducing measures at vibration- 
sensitive land uses in the WSX Alternative corridor. The following mitigation measures 
are available to reduce vibration impacts from operation of the WSX Alternative. The 
measures may include but are not limited to the following. 


= Ballast Mats — Rail trackways consist of ballast and ties. Ballast is the aggregate rock 
material that lies between the crosspieces of wood or concrete that support the rails. A 
ballast mat consists of a pad made of rubber or rubber-like material placed on an asphalt 
or concrete base with the normal ballast, ties, and rail above. The reduction in ground- 
borne vibration provided by a ballast mat depends strongly on the frequency content of 
the vibration and on the design and support of the mat. Ballast mats will only work in 
locations where there is ballast and tie track. 


= Resilient Fasteners and/or Resiliently Supported Ties — A number of resilient 
fastening systems for reducing vibration are available. However, many resilient fasteners 
are suitable for direct fixation only and would not work for ballast and tie track. Resilient 
fasteners reduce the amount of vibration energy that is transferred into the track 
substructure and are effective in reducing ground-borne vibration in frequencies above 
30 Hz. 


= Special Trackwork at Crossovers — Because the impacts of wheels over rail gaps at 
track crossover locations increases vibration by about 10 dBA, crossovers are a major 
source of vibration impact when they are located in sensitive areas. BART Facility 
Standards do not allow the use of spring rail or moving point (swing nose) frogs. Per 
Standard, all mainline frogs shall be rail-bound manganese type in accordance with 
AREMA Portfolio Plan No. 621. 


Table 4.13-12 indicates the areas along the WSX Alternative alignment where mitigation 
would be needed to reduce vibration levels. BART will identify the most appropriate 
mitigation measure or combination of measures required at each location to reduce vibration 
impacts to the greatest extent practicable. 


Specific implementation of the vibration mitigation measures described above, including 
details regarding the specific locations and types of mitigation, would be addressed in detail 
during preliminary engineering and final design. During preliminary engineering and final 
design, further detail about track and receiver elevation, track location, and other pertinent 
information will be available. This information would be used to adopt the mitigation 
measures presented above on a site-specific basis and to allow design at an appropriate level 
of detail. Implementation of these mitigation measures is expected to reduce the severity of 
the impacts. However there may be some situations where implementation of all feasible 
available mitigation may not avoid or minimize impacts. The situations where this could 
occur cannot be determined until the detailed vibration mitigation design is developed. 
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Table 4.13-12. Potential Locations for Vibration Mitigation 


Location Civil Station Length (Feet) Impacts 

Walnut Ave to Stevenson Blvd 2230 to 2245 1,500 66 

Paseo Padre Parkway to Washington Blvd 2325 to 2332 700 8 

Washington Blvd to Auto Mall Parkway 2354 to 2384 and 5.000 50) 
2388 to 2408 : 

Total: 7,200 124 


Source: Harris, Miller, Miller and Hanson 2002 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would not result in any exposure of vibration- 
sensitive land uses to groundborne vibration from BART trains. 


Impact N-3— Exposure of noise-sensitive land uses to noise from ancillary equipment. 


WSX Alternative. Fixed facilities such as electrical substations, emergency generators, and 
ventilation shafts can be a source of noise. Using prediction methodology recommended by FTA 
(Federal Transit Administration 1995) and BART’s impact criteria for Category II, average 
residential receptors (Table 4.13-6), Table 4.13-13 has been developed to show distances at which 
noise impacts from ancillary equipment could occur at residences. Although detailed information on 
the location of substations and vent shafts is not available at this time, the results in Table 4.13-13 
indicate that there is potential for this equipment to have noise impacts. Implementation of the 
following mitigation measure would minimize the severity of this impact. 


Table 4.13-13. Summary of BART Ancillary Equipment Noise Impact Assessment 


Projected Impact Distance (ft) 


Continuous Noise 


Equipment Type Broadband Tonal 
Substation 400 700 
Vent Shaft 500 900 


Source: Harris, Miller, Miller and Hanson 2002 


Mitigation Measure N-3—Design and construct electrical substations, vent shafts, and 
other ancillary facilities to minimize noise. Electrical substations, emergency generators, 
vent shafts, and other ancillary facilities will be designed so that noise generated by these 
facilities does not exceed the limits specified in Table 4.13-6. Measures to be employed may 
include but are not limited to the following. 


m Orient noise-generating components away from noise-sensitive land uses or locating 
buildings between noise-generating components and noise-sensitive land uses. 


m Use acoustically rated vents to reduce noise. 


= Construct local barriers or enclosures around noise-generating components. 
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No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would not result in any new ancillary equipment 
related to the WSX Alternative and therefore would result in no new exposure of noise-sensitive land 
uses to noise. 


Impacts Related to Construction of the WSX Alternative 


Construction noise and vibration vary greatly depending on the construction process, type and 
condition of equipment used, and layout of the construction site. Many of these factors are 
traditionally left to the contractor’s discretion, which makes it difficult to accurately estimate levels 
of construction noise and vibration. Overall, construction noise levels are governed primarily by the 
noisiest pieces of equipment. For most construction equipment, the engine, which is usually diesel, 
is the dominant noise source. This is particularly true of engines without sufficient muffling. For 
special activities such as impact pile driving and pavement breaking, noise generated by the actual 
process dominates. Impact pile driving and pavement breaking also create the most groundborne 
vibration. 


Impact N-4—Exposure of noise-sensitive land uses to construction noise. 


WSX Alternative. Assuming that construction noise is reduced by 6 dB for each doubling of 
distance from the noise source within the construction site, screening distances for construction noise 
impacts can be estimated. For a typical piece of construction equipment, such as a bulldozer, the 
impact screening distances for single-family residences (the strictest set of criteria) would be 160 feet 
for intermittent daytime activities, and up to 900 feet for intermittent nighttime or continuous 
activities. The table indicates that there is potential for construction of the WSX Alternative to result 
in construction noise impacts. Implementation of the following mitigation measures would minimize 
this impact. 


Mitigation Measure N-4(a)—Employ noise-reducing construction practices. The 
construction contractor will employ noise-reducing construction practices such that 
construction noise does not exceed the limits specified in Table 4.13-5 at occupied land uses. 
Measures to be employed may include but are not limited to the following. 


= Avoid nighttime construction in residential areas. 
m Use equipment with enclosed engines and/or high performance mufflers. 
= Locate stationary equipment as far as possible from noise-sensitive uses. 


= Construct noise barriers, such as temporary walls or piles of excavated material between 
noise activities and noise sensitive uses. 


m Re-route construction-related traffic along roads that will result in the least amount of 
disturbance to residences. 


m Where pile driving is planned within 1,200 feet of residences, or within 650 feet of hotels 
or in-use outdoor recreation areas, use cast-in-drilled-hole (CIDH) piles, pre-drilled piles, 
soil-mix wall technology, shielded pile drivers, vibratory pile drivers. (Shielded pile 
drivers or vibratory pile drivers can be used only where geotechnical conditions allow.) 


Mitigation Measure N-4(b)—Disseminate essential information to residences and 
implement a complaint response/tracking program. BART will notify residences within 
500 feet of a construction area of the construction schedule in writing, prior to construction. 
BART and the construction contractor will designate a noise-disturbance coordinator who 
will be responsible for responding to complaints regarding construction noise. The 
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coordinator will determine the cause of the complaint and will ensure that reasonable 
measures are implemented to correct the problem. A contact telephone number for the noise 
disturbance coordinator will be conspicuously posted on construction site fences and will be 
included in the written notification of the construction schedule sent to nearby residents. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would not result in any project-related exposure of 
noise-sensitive land uses to construction noise. 


Impact N-5-—Exposure of vibration-sensitive land uses to construction vibration. 


WSX Alternative. Table 4.13-14 lists vibration levels at varying distances for various types of 
construction equipment. The table indicates that there is potential for construction of the WSX 
Alternative to result in construction vibration impacts on residences. Implementation of the 
following mitigation measure would reduce this impact. 


Table 4.13-14. Summary of Construction Vibration Levels as a Function of Distance 


Projected Distance (ft) 


Equipment Type 80 VdB 90 VdB 100 VdB 
H Piles 150 75 40 
Sheet Piles 100 40 15 
Vibratory Roller 260 100 40 


Dynamic Compaction 95 55 30 


Source: San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 1992 


Mitigation Measure N-5-—Employ vibration-reducing construction practices. The 
construction contractor will employ vibration-reducing construction practices such that 
construction vibration does not exceed a peak particle velocity damage criteria of 0.20 inches 
per second (approximately 100 VdB) for fragile buildings or structures, 0.12 inches per 
second (approximately 95 VdB) for extremely fragile historic buildings, or the criteria 
indicated in Table 4.13-4. The Horner House at 3101 Driscoll Road is the only historic 
structure in close proximity to the project area that is potentially in the fragile category. The 
Horner House is also discussed previously in Section 4.12, Impact CR-1b. Measures to be 
employed may include but are not limited to the following. 


= Locate vibration-generating equipment as far as possible from vibration-sensitive land 
uses. 


m Avoid simultaneous operation of multiple pieces of vibration-generating equipment. 
= Avoid nighttime construction in residential areas. 


= Avoid construction processes that generate high vibration levels (for example vibration 
from pile driving can be reduced or eliminated by using pre-drilled holes or using pushed 
piles). 


m Avoid the use of vibratory rollers near vibration-sensitive uses. 
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No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would not result in any project-related exposure of 
vibration-sensitive land uses to construction vibration. 


Impacts Related to Operation of the Optional Irvington Station 


The operation-related noise and vibration impacts and mitigation measures of the WSX Alternative 
with the optional Irvington Station would be the same as those for the WSX Alternative without the 
station. 


Impacts Related to Construction of the Optional Irvington Station 
The construction-related noise and vibration impacts and mitigation measures of the WSX Alternative 
with the optional Irvington Station would be the same as those for the WSX Alternative without the 
station. 
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Section 4.14 
Air Quality 


4.14.1 Introduction 


This section describes existing air quality conditions in the area studied for the WSX Alternative, 
including current attainment or nonattainment of applicable air quality standards. In addition, this 
section discusses regulations pertaining to air quality that are applicable to the air quality study area, 
and analyzes the potential effects of the WSX Alternative on air quality. Detailed analysis supporting 
the findings in this section can be found in the Air Quality Technical Report for the San Francisco Bay 
Area Rapid Transit District Warm Springs Extension Project, (Jones & Stokes 2002), available for 
review at the BART offices at 300 Lakeside Drive, 21st Floor, Oakland, CA 94612. 


4.14.2 Affected Environment 
4.14.2.1 Methodology for Assessment of Existing Conditions 


The study area analyzed for the purposes of this air quality section is the San Francisco Bay Area Air 
Basin (SFBAAB). This is referred to as the air quality study area. Information on existing air quality 
conditions in the study area was based on data collected by the Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District (BAAQMD) at the Chapel Way monitoring station in Fremont, California (California Air 
Resources Board 2002). 


4.14.2.2 Existing Conditions 
Topography and Climate 


Air quality conditions in a given area are characterized by the concentrations of various pollutants in 
that area. The concentration of a given pollutant in the atmosphere is determined by the amount of the 
pollutant released and the atmosphere’s ability to transport and dilute it. Air pollution transport and 
dilution are mostly determined by wind, atmospheric stability, terrain, and insolation (solar energy). 
Information on these factors as they relate to southwestern Alameda County is summarized below and 
is available in BAAQMD’s CEQA guidelines (Bay Area Air Quality Management District 1999) and 
on the BAAQMD web site (Bay Area Air Quality Management District 1996). 


The climate in southwestern Alameda County is affected indirectly by marine air flow. The East Bay 
hills block marine air entering through the Golden Gate, forcing the air to diverge into northerly and 
southerly paths. The southerly flow is directed down the Bay, parallel to the hills, and eventually 
passes over southwestern Alameda County, creating sea breezes that are strongest in the afternoon. 
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The farther from the ocean the marine air travels, the more the ocean’s effect is diminished. Therefore, 
although the climate in the study area and surrounding region is affected by sea breezes, it is affected 
less than the regions closer to the Golden Gate. 


The climate of southwestern Alameda County is also affected by its proximity to San Francisco Bay. 
In warm weather, the Bay cools the air with which it comes in contact, whereas in cold weather the Bay 
warms the air. The normal northwesterly wind pattern then carries this air onshore. During periods of 
flat pressure gradients, the Bay can generate its own circulation system, producing what is called a 
“Bay breeze.” A Bay breeze, much like a sea breeze, pushes cool air onshore during the day and draws 
air from the land offshore at night. Bay breezes are common in the morning, before the sea breeze 
begins. 


Air temperatures are moderated by southwestern Alameda County’s proximity to the Bay and to the 
sea breeze. Temperatures are slightly cooler in winter and slightly warmer in summer than in East Bay 
cities to the north. During summer, average maximum temperatures (in °F) are in the mid 70s. 
Average maximum winter temperatures are in the high 50s to low 60s. Average minimum 
temperatures are in the low 40s in winter and mid 50s in summer. 


Pollution potential is relatively high in southwestern Alameda County during summer and fall. When 
high pressure dominates, generally in the summer, low mixing depths' and Bay and ocean wind 
patterns can concentrate and carry pollutants from other cities to this area, adding to the pollutants that 
are already emitted within the area. The polluted air is then pushed up and trapped against the East Bay 
hills by prevailing winds. In winter, the air pollution potential in southwestern Alameda County is 
moderate. Generally in winter, the Pacific high-pressure cell weakens and shifts southward, winds 
tend to flow offshore, upwelling ceases, and storms occur. During winter rainy periods, inversions are 
weak or nonexistent, winds are usually moderate, and air pollution potential is low. 


Regional Attainment Status 


Air pollutant concentrations in various regions called air basins are monitored at stations throughout 
the state. The state is divided into 15 air basins characterized by similar meteorological and geographic 
conditions. Measured air pollutant concentrations are compared to federal and state standards to 
determine the “attainment status” of particular air basins. Attainment status is a classification of 
regional air quality. 


The federal and state governments—specifically, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. 
EPA) and California Air Resources Board (ARB)—each establish ambient air quality standards for 
several criteria pollutants. These are referred to as the National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) and California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS), respectively. The current 
standards are listed in Table 4.14-1 on the following page. Most of the standards have been set to 
protect public health, although some are based on other values (e.g., protection of crops, protection of 


: Mixing depth is the vertical depth in the atmosphere available for diluting air contaminants near the ground. A low mixing depth 
means that mixing (and hence dilution of pollutants) is confined to the portion of the atmosphere near the ground. In this case, 
pollutants are less effectively diluted, and air quality near the ground is decreased. 
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materials, or avoidance of nuisance conditions). For some pollutants, separate standards have been set 
for different periods of time (averaging times). 


When an air basin exceeds the NAAQS or CAAQS for a given pollutant more times than allowed 
under the established violation criteria, it is generally designated as a nonattainment area for that 
pollutant by the U.S. EPA or ARB. A nonattainment classification may be used to specify what air 
pollution reduction measures an area must adopt and when the area must reach attainment. Areas 
designated as nonattainment areas that subsequently achieve attainment of federal or state standards 
must develop and implement plans as necessary to maintain their attainment status. Such areas are 
referred to as “maintenance areas.” 


The WSX Alternative corridor is located within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB). 
The SFBAAB includes all of San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara, Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, 
and Napa Counties, and parts of Sonoma and Solano Counties. For state standards, the ARB has 
designated the SFBAAB as being a serious non-attainment area for ozone, and a non-attainment area 
for inhalable particulate matter (PM10). For carbon monoxide (CO), the ARB has designated the 
SFBAAB as an attainment area. For federal standards the U.S. EPA has designated the SFBAAB as an 
unclassified non-attainment area for the 1-hour ozone standard, with a 2006 attainment deadline, as a 
moderate 1-hour ozone non-attainment area for purposes of congestion management transportation 
funding only (to meet the qualifications specified at 23 U.S.C. Section 104 (b)(2)), and as a marginal 
non-attainment area for the 8-hour ozone standard. In April 2004, the U.S. EPA made a final finding 
that the Bay Area has attained the national 1-hour ozone standard. While the U.S. EPA has prepared a 
finding of attainment for the region, the Bay Area has not been formally reclassified as an attainment 
area for the 1-hour standard. In order to be reclassified as an attainment area, the region must submit a 
redesignation request to U.S. EPA. The U.S. EPA has designated the SFBAAB as an 
unclassifiable/attainment area for PM10 and CO. Although the SFBAAB has attained the CO NAAQS, 
the area is considered a CO maintenance area because it previously was a CO nonattainment area. See 
http://www.epa.gov/air/oaqps/ greenbk/cmc.html. The region has not yet been classified for the 
recently established state standards for fine inhalable particulate matter (PM2.5). On January 5, 2005, 
the SFBAAB was designated “unclassifiable/attainment” of the federal PM2.5 standard. (Due to 
limited available information in fine particulates, all areas not designated as “non-attainment” have 
been designated as “unclassifiable/attainment” pending the collection of more data.) 


Existing Pollutant Concentrations in the Air Quality Study Area 


The following sections describe the air pollutants of greatest concern in the air quality study area: 
ozone, CO, PM10, and PM2.5. The existing air quality conditions in the WSX Alternative area can be 
characterized by monitoring data collected in the region. Monitoring data for these pollutants are listed 
in Table 4.14-2 on the following page and discussed further in the subsequent sections. Toxic air 
contaminants (TACs) and greenhouse gases are also discussed below, although no air quality standards 
exist for either. 
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Table 4.14-2. Ambient Air Quality Monitoring Data Measured at the Chapel Way Monitoring 


Station, Fremont 


Pollutant Standards 2001 2002 2003 
Ozone 

Maximum |-hour concentration (ppm) 109 .110 .123 
Number of days standard exceeded* 

NAAQS 1-hour (>0.12 ppm) 0 0 0 

CAAQS 1-hour (>0.09 ppm) 3 3 4 
Ozone 

Maximum 8-hour concentration (ppm) 081 .073 .090 
Number of days standard exceeded* 

NAAQS 1-hour (>0.08 ppm) 0 0 1 
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 

Maximum 8-hour concentration (ppm) 2.72 2.20 1.87 

Maximum |-hour concentration (ppm) 5.4 3.7 3.2 
Number of days standard exceeded* 

NAAQS 8-hour (>9.0 ppm) 0 0 0 

CAAQS 8-hour (>9.0 ppm) 0 0 0 

NAAQS 1-hour (=35 ppm) 0 0 0 

CAAQS 1-hour (=20 ppm) 0 0 0 
Particulate Matter (PM10)° 

National® maximum 24-hour concentration (1g/m’*) 57.6 51.7 22.5 

National® second-highest 24-hour concentration (j1g/m’) 56.3 44.1 18.2 

State’ maximum 24-hour concentration (g/m?) 60.4 54.1 37.2 

State’ second-highest 24-hour concentration (j1g/m*) 57.8 46.1 32.4 

National® annual average concentration (ug/m’) 23.3 22.6 17.7 

State’ annual average concentration (\1g/m*) NA NA 18.2 
Number of days standard exceeded* 

NAAQS 24-hour (>150 g/m?) 0 0 0 

CAAQS 24-hour (>50 g/m*)° NA NA 0 
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Pollutant Standards 2001 2002 2003 
Particulate Matter (PM2.5) 
Maximum 24-hour concentration (j1g/m?) 56.8 48.0 33.5 
Second-highest 24-hour concentration (ug/m*) 51.0 44.2 23.8 
National” annual average concentration (ug/m*) 12.2 12.5 NA 
State® annual average concentration (ug/m’) 12.2 12.5 NA 


Number of days standard exceeded* 


NAAQS 24-hour (>65 g/m’) 0 0 0 


Notes: CAAQS = California ambient air quality standards. 
NAAQS = national ambient air quality standards. 
NA = insufficient data available to determine the value. 


An exceedance is not necessarily a violation. 
Measurements usually are collected every 6 days. 
National statistics are based on standard conditions data. 


State statistics are based on local conditions data, except in the South Coast Air Basin, for which statistics are 
based on standard conditions data. 


e 


Mathematical estimate of how many days’ concentrations would have been measured as higher than the level of 
the standard had each day been monitored. 


Sources: California Air Resources Board 2004; U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 2004. 


Ozone 


Ozone is a respiratory irritant and an oxidant that increases susceptibility to respiratory infections. It is 
also a severe eye, nose, and throat irritant. Ozone can cause substantial damage to vegetation and other 
materials; plants exposed to ozone can experience leaf discoloration and cell damage. Ozone also 
attacks synthetic rubber and textiles. 


Ozone is not emitted directly into the air; it is formed by a photochemical reaction in the atmosphere. 
Ozone precursors, which include reactive organic gases (ROG) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx), react in 
the atmosphere in the presence of sunlight to form ozone. Because photochemical reaction rates 
depend on the intensity of ultraviolet light and on air temperature, ozone is primarily a summer air 
pollution problem. The ozone precursors ROG and NOx are emitted by mobile sources and by various 
types of stationary equipment. 


For ozone, the Fremont monitoring station recorded 10 violations of the 1-hour CAAQS, no violations 
of the 1-hour NAAQS, and one violation of the 8-hour NAAQS between 2001 and 2003.” 


* Data from the nearest monitoring station are used to show air quality concentrations in the vicinity of the action area. Data from 
any one monitoring station, however, are not used to establish the attainment/nonattainment status of the air basin. The Bay Area as 
a whole is designated as attainment or nonattainment for particular pollutants based on whether exceedances occur at any 
monitoring station within the basin. 
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Carbon Monoxide 


CO is essentially inert to plants and materials, but it can have substantial effects on human health. CO 
is a public health concern because it combines readily with hemoglobin and thus reduces the amount of 
oxygen transported in the bloodstream. Effects on humans range from slight headaches to nausea to 
death. 


Motor vehicles are the dominant source of CO emissions in most areas. High CO levels develop 
primarily during the winter, typically from the evening through early morning, when periods of light 
wind combine with the formation of ground-level temperature inversions.’ These conditions result in 
reduced dispersion of vehicle emissions. Motor vehicles also exhibit increased CO emission rates at 
low air temperatures. 


For CO, the Fremont monitoring station recorded no violations of the NAAQS or CAAQS during the 
three most recent years for which data are available (2001—2003). 


PM10 and PM2.5 


Health concerns associated with suspended particulate matter focus on particles that are small enough 
to reach the lungs when inhaled. Particulates can damage human health and retard plant growth. 
Particulates also reduce visibility, soil buildings and other materials, and corrode materials. 


Emissions of PM10, also called inhalable particulate matter, are generated by a wide variety of sources, 
including agriculture, industry, suspension of dust by vehicle traffic, and formation of secondary 
aerosols by reactions in the atmosphere. 


For PM10, the Fremont monitoring station recorded no violations of the 24-hour CAAQS and NAAQS 
during the three most recent years for which data are available (2001-2003). 


Emissions of PM2.5, also called fine particulate matter, are generated primarily by combustion sources, 
including stationary and mobile sources, and by formation of secondary aerosols by reactions in the 
atmosphere. PM2.5 is a particular concern because it can reach deep into the lungs when inhaled. 


PM2.5 monitoring in Fremont began in 1999. The Fremont monitoring station recorded no violations 
of the 24-hour NAAQS for 2001-2003. 


Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) 


Although ambient air quality standards exist for criteria pollutants, no ambient standards exist for toxic 
air contaminants (TACs) (also known as hazardous air pollutants [HAPs]). Many pollutants are 
identified as TACs because of their potential to increase the risk of developing cancer or because of the 
acute or chronic health risks that may result from exposure to these substances. For TACs that are 
known or suspected carcinogens, the ARB has consistently found that there are no levels or thresholds 
below which exposure is risk free. Individual TACs vary greatly in the risk they present. At a given 
level of exposure, one TAC may pose a hazard that is many times greater than another. For certain 
TACs, a unit risk factor can be developed to evaluate cancer risk. For acute and chronic health risks, a 
similar factor called a Hazard Index is used to evaluate risk. 


a emperature inversion refers to a condition where the air near the ground is cooler than overlying air; this is an 
inversion because it is the reverse of the typical condition. Because cooler air is denser, it remains trapped near the 
ground; inversions represent a challenge from an air quality standpoint because they prevent the natural dispersion and 
dilution of air contaminants (Bay Area Air Quality Management District 1997). 
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Several TACs are emitted during combustion of gasoline and diesel fuel by motor vehicles. Those 
TACs include benzene, formaldehyde, 1,3-butadiene, and particulate matter from diesel exhaust. Of 
these TACs, particulate matter from diesel exhaust represents the greatest health risk. On August 27, 
1998, the ARB formally identified particulate matter emitted by diesel-fueled engines asa TAC. Since 
by weight the vast majority of diesel exhaust particles are very small (94% of their combined mass 
consists of particles less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter), they are easily inhaled into the lungs. The 
ARB action will lead to additional control by the ARB of diesel exhaust in coming years. The U.S. 
EPA has also begun an evaluation of both the cancer and noncancer health effects of diesel exhaust. 


Greenhouse Gases 


Greenhouse gases absorb heat in the atmosphere. Since the industrial revolution, concentrations of 
greenhouse gases in the earth’s atmosphere have been gradually increasing. Many scientists believe 
that recently recorded increases in the earth’s average temperature are the result of increases in 
concentrations of greenhouse gases. 


Naturally occurring greenhouse gases include water vapor, carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, 
and ozone. Certain human activities add to the levels of most of these naturally occurring gases. 
Carbon dioxide is released to the atmosphere when solid waste, fossil fuels (oil, natural gas, and coal), 
and wood and wood products are burned. Nitrous oxide is emitted during agricultural and industrial 
activities, as well as during combustion of solid waste and fossil fuels. Carbon dioxide and nitrous 
oxide are the two greenhouse gases released in greatest quantities from mobile sources burning 
gasoline and diesel fuel. 


4.14.3 Regulatory Setting 


The following federal, state, and local laws, regulations, ordinances, and rules are related to air quality 
and the construction and operation of the WSX Alternative. 


4.14.3.1 Air Quality Legislation 


Air quality regulation is controlled primarily by the federal Clean Air Act (CAA) and California Air 
Pollution Control Laws in the Health and Safety Code. The federal CAA was originally enacted in the 
1970s; the CAA Amendments of 1990 represented a substantial update of the act. The California Air 
Pollution Control Laws are amended almost every year and include a substantial set of air quality 
planning requirements, called the California Clean Air Act (CCAA), enacted in 1988. 


4.14.3.2 Agency Roles and Responsibilities 


At the federal level, U.S. EPA has authority to require states to reduce emissions of CO, ozone 
precursors, and PM10 in nonattainment areas. Recent federal and state standards have been 
established for PM2.5. U.S. EPA must also approve State Implementation Plans submitted by the 
ARB. At the state level, the ARB establishes CAAQS, maintains oversight authority in air quality 
planning, develops programs for reducing emissions from motor vehicles, develops air emission 
inventories, collects air quality and meteorological data, and approves locally adopted state 
implementation plans for submission to U.S. EPA. Ata regional level, California’s air districts are 
responsible for planning to attain federal and state air quality standards, overseeing stationary source 
emissions, approving permits, maintaining emissions inventories, maintaining air quality stations, and 
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overseeing agricultural and forestry burn permits. BAAQMD is responsible for administering federal, 
state, and local air quality regulations in the air quality study area and vicinity. 


4.14.3.3 Air Quality Management Programs 


The CCAA requires the air district with jurisdiction to prepare an air quality attainment plan for any air 
basin that violates CAAQS for CO, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, or ozone. These plans include 
control measures for stationary sources as well as transportation control measures (TCMs) for mobile 
sources. Locally prepared attainment plans are not required by state law for areas that violate the 
CAAQS for PM10; hence, an attainment plan for the SFBAAB is not required even though the basin is 
classified as a nonattainment area for that state PM10 standard. Local PM10 issues, which result 
primarily from construction dust, are addressed by BAAQMD through a list of construction-related 
mitigation measures described in its CEQA guidelines (Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
1999). All applicable measures from that list must be incorporated into the design of construction 
projects that occur within BAAQMD’s jurisdiction. 


As discussed in Regional Attainment Status above, SFBAAB is a nonattainment area for the CAAQS 
and NAAQS for ozone. Air pollution problems within SFBAAB are primarily the result of locally 
generated emissions. However, SFBAAB has been identified as a source of ozone precursor emissions 
that occasionally contribute to air quality problems in the Monterey Bay area, northern San Joaquin 
Valley, and southern Sacramento Valley. Therefore, in addition to correcting local air pollution 
problems, air quality management efforts for SFBAAB must also reduce the area’s effect on 
downwind air basins. 


BAAQMD has prepared both state and federal air quality plans to bring SFBAAB into attainment with 
ozone standards. The 2000 Clean Air Plan (2000 CAP), adopted by BAAQMD on December 20, 2000, 
addresses the CAAQS for ozone; the 2001 Ozone Attainment Plan (2001 OAP), adopted by 
BAAQMD on October 24, 2001, addresses the NAAQS for ozone. In 1999, the ARB submitted the 
1999 Ozone Attainment Plan (1999 OAP) to the U.S. EPA. The U.S. EPA approved portions of the 
1999 OAP, while disapproving others (the reasonably available control measures [RACMs] 
demonstration, the attatnment demonstration, and the motor vehicle emissions budgets [MVEBs]). 
This disapproval action by the U.S. EPA started a sanctions clock under which the Bay Area became 
subject to the imposition of a 2-to-1 offset sanction. On November 30, 2001, ARB submitted the 2001 
OAP to the U.S. EPA for approval as a revision to the California SIP to correct the deficiencies in the 
1999 OAP. On April 22, 2004, the U.S. EPA approved the following elements of the 2001 OAP: 
emissions inventory, RACMs; commitments to adopt and implement specific control measures; 
MVEBs; and commitments for further study measures. The U.S. EPA's approval of RACM and the 
MVEBs in the 2001 OAP terminates the sanctions clock for those plan elements. In April 2004, the 
U.S. EPA made a final finding that the Bay Area has attained the national 1-hour ozone standard. As a 
result of this finding, certain planning commitments contained within the 2001 Ozone Attainment Plan 
are no longer required. While the U.S. EPA has prepared a finding of attainment for the region, the 
Bay Area has not been reclassified as an attainment area for the 1-hour standard. In order to be 
reclassified as an attainment area, the region must submit a redesignation request to U.S. EPA. 
Consequently, the portion of the 2004 Ozone Strategy that addresses national ozone planning 
requirements is expected to include: (1) a redesignation request, and (2) a maintenance plan to show 
the region will continue to meet the 1-hour ozone standard. The 2004 Ozone Strategy will also include 
the triennial update to the region’s 2000 Clean Air Plan. 
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4.14.3.4 Conformity Rules 


The CAA requires that federally funded or approved transportation plans, programs, and projects in 
nonattainment or maintenance areas conform to the state implementation plan for meeting the NAAQS. 
Transportation conformity must be assessed for all nonattainment area transportation-related 
pollutants classified as regional pollutants. This process involves forecasting future air pollutant 
emissions to determine whether the amount of pollution expected to result from the plan, program, or 
project would be within the allowable limit for motor vehicle emissions of ozone precursors. 
Transportation projects also generate CO and PM10, which are considered localized pollutants. CO 
and PM10 microscale analyses are required in CO and PM10 nonattainment areas, respectively, to 
determine whether a transportation project would cause or contribute to localized violations of the 
NAAQS for CO or PM10. On May 6, 2005, EPA issued a final rule (70 CFR 24280) amending the 
transportation conformity regulations to add new provisions for the emission of fine particulate matter 
(PM2.5). The PM2.5 conformity requirements became effective for nonattainment areas on April 5, 
2006. The San Francisco Bay Area was found to be in attainment with PM 2.5 standards; therefore, 
there are no new conformity requirements. 


Typically, conformity for a federally funded individual transportation project is assessed by evaluating 
whether the project is included in a conforming regional transportation plan (RTP) and transportation 
improvement program (TIP). Ifthe air pollutant emissions associated with the RTP and TIP are within 
the allowable motor vehicle ozone precursor emissions budgets, then no further assessment of the 
individual project or plan’s contribution to regional ozone levels is needed. The conformity 
regulations further require that transportation projects be evaluated to determine whether they would 
cause or contribute to violations of the federal CO or PM10 ambient standards in areas designated as 
nonattainment or maintenance for these pollutants. However, transportation conformity applies only 
to operational emissions associated with a project. CO and PM10 hot-spot analyses are not required 
for construction-related activities. When an air quality analysis must be prepared, the analysis must be 
performed using the current EPA-approved transportation emissions model. 


In June 2004, the U.S. EPA finalized amendments to the transportation conformity rule to 1) provide 
transportation conformity regulations for the new 8-hour ozone and fine particulate matter (PM2.5) 
national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS), 2) incorporate existing federal guidance that is 
consistent with a U.S. Court of Appeals decision, and 3) streamline and improve U.S. EPA’s existing 
transportation conformity rule. 


4.14.4 Environmental Consequences and 
Mitigation Measures 


4.14.4.1 Methodology for Analysis of Environmental 
Consequences 
The WSX Alternative would generate operational and construction-related emissions. The emissions 


assessment was based on motor vehicle trip projections from the analysis in Section 4.2 
(Transportation). The methodology used to evaluate operational effects is described below. 
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Operational Impact Assessment Methodology 


The primary operational emissions associated with the action include CO, PM10, and ozone precursors 
(ROG, NOx) emitted as vehicle exhaust. This analysis analyzes pollutant emissions on two scales: 1) 
regional emissions of ozone precursors and PM10, and 2) localized “hot-spot” CO and PM10 
emissions. The WSX Alternative would reduce regional motor vehicle emissions by reducing overall 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT). These emissions of ozone precursors and PM10 operational emissions 
for with-project conditions in both 2010 and 2025 were estimated by multiplying EMFAC 2001 model 
emission factors by the vehicle miles traveled (VMT) information provided by DKS Associates (DKS 
Associates 2002). EMFAC 2001, an ARB emission inventory model, calculates emission factors 
(grams of emissions/mile traveled) for motor vehicles operating on roads in California. An emission 
inventory can be summarized as the product of a vehicle emission factor (e.g., grams of pollutant 
emitted over a mile) and vehicle activity (e.g., miles driven per day). Because BART stations attract 
vehicles, localized CO hot-spot concentrations were estimated for sensitive receptors located near 
intersections in the vicinity of the WSX Alternative corridor for conformity determination. CO 
concentrations were estimated using EMFAC 7F (a version of the EMFAC model earlier than EMFAC 
2001, and which was EPA-approved for use in performing CO hotspot analyses when this analysis was 
prepared) emission factors and the CALINEF4 dispersion model, described in detail in the air quality 
technical report (Jones & Stokes 2002). A qualitative PM10 hot-spot analysis was also conducted 
(EPA has not yet approved a quantitative model for local PM10 hotspot impact assessment). 


Construction Impact Assessment Methodology 


As indicated above, estimates of emissions from construction activities are not required as part of the 
transportation conformity determination. The BAAQMD’s thresholds are used to identify 
construction impacts in this EIS. BAAQMD’s thresholds represent relevant and appropriate guidance 
to minimize emissions and thereby ensure compliance with the NAAQS. 


The BAAQMD does not require quantification of construction emissions. Instead, it requires 
implementation of effective and comprehensive feasible control measures to reduce PM10 emissions 
(Bay Area Air Quality Management District 1999). PM10 emitted during construction activities varies 
greatly depending on the level of activity, the specific operations taking place, the equipment being 
operated, local soils, and weather conditions. Despite this variability in emissions, experience has 
shown that there are a number of feasible control measures that can be reasonably implemented to 
reduce PM10 emissions during construction. These control measures are aimed at controlling PM10 
emissions and are summarized in Table 4.14-3. 


Table 4.14-3. BAAQMD Feasible Control Measures for Construction Emissions of PM10 


Basic Control Measures — The following controls should be implemented at all construction sites. 


= Water all active construction areas at least twice daily. 


=" Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials or require all trucks to maintain at least 2 feet of 
freeboard. 


= Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply (nontoxic) soil stabilizers on all unpaved access roads, parking areas, 
and staging areas at construction sites. 


= Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved access roads, parking areas, and staging areas at construction sites. 
= Sweep streets daily (with water sweepers) if visible soil material is carried onto adjacent public streets. 


Enhanced Control Measures — The following measures should be implemented at construction sites greater than 4 
acres in area. 
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= Hydroseed or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers to inactive construction areas (previously graded areas inactive for 
10 days or more). 


= Enclose, cover, water twice daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil binders to exposed stockpiles (dirt, sand, etc.). 
= Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph. 

= Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to public roadways. 

= Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible. 


Optional Control Measures — The following control measures are strongly encouraged at large construction sites 
located near sensitive receptors or sites that may warrant additional emissions reductions for any other reason. 


= Install wheel washers for all exiting trucks, or wash off the tires or tracks of all trucks and equipment leaving the 
site. 

= Install wind breaks, or plant trees/vegetative wind breaks at windward side(s) of construction areas. 

= Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) exceed 25 mph. 

= Limit the area subject to excavation, grading, and other construction activity at any one time. 


Source: Bay Area Air Quality Management District 1999 


4.14.4.2 Alternative-Specific Environmental Analysis 


Impacts Related to Operation of the WSX Alternative 


Impact AQ-1—Effects on ROG, NOx, and PM10 emissions from mobile sources during 
operation. 


WSX Alternative. As indicated in Tables 4.14-4 and 4.14-5 below, the WSX Alternative would 
decrease regional ROG, NOx, and PM10 emissions in 2010 and 2025 as compared to no build 
conditions. Emissions would decrease because the WSX Alternative would result in a decrease in 
regional auto and bus VMT as compared to no build conditions. Therefore, the WSX Alternative 
would result in a regional air quality benefit. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in increased ROG, NOx, and PM10 
emissions in 2010 and 2025 because travelers that would likely use the BART system with 
implementation of the WSX Alternative would likely keep using vehicles under the No-Build 
Alternative. 


Table 4.14-4. Mobile Source Emissions (pounds/day) 


ROG NO, PM10 
2010 No Build 154,868 131,534 151,525 
2010 WSX Alternative 154,648 131,339 151,310 
2010 WSX Alternative with Irvington Station 154,632 131,328 151,294 
2025 No Build 14,029 34,232 175,548 
2025 WSX Alternative 14,008 34,176 175,278 
2025 WSX Alternative with Irvington Station 13,995 34,156 175,113 


Source: EMFAC 2001; Vehicle Miles Traveled, DKS Associates 2002 
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Table 4.14-5. Mobile Source Emissions (tons/year) 


ROG NO, PM10 
2010 No Build 33,752 28,821 27,653 
2010 WSX Alternative 33,703 28,779 27,614 
2010 WSX Alternative with Irvington Station 33,700 28,776 27,611 
2025 No Build 3,089 7,229 32,038 
2025 WSX Alternative 3,085 7,217 31,988 
2025 WSX Alternative with Irvington Station 3,082 7,213 31,958 


Source: EMFAC 2001; Vehicle Miles Traveled, (DKS Associates 2002) 


Impact AQ-2—Generation of localized CO and PM10 emissions. 


WSX Alternative. CO modeling was conducted to determine whether the WSX Alternative would 
cause or contribute to localized exceedances of the state or federal ambient standards at sensitive 
receptors in the vicinity of the WSX Alternative. The Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide 
Protocol (Garza et al. 1997) stated that, for a single project with multiple intersections, only the three 
intersections representing the worst LOS ratings of the project need to be analyzed. CO modeling was 
therefore performed at three existing intersections that are at LOS F plus the intersection at the Warm 
Springs Station for the 2010 and 2025 cumulative conditions. Non-cumulative 2025 conditions 
approximate 2025 cumulative conditions. Consequently, a single 2025 condition was modeled. The 
modeled intersections (existing) included the intersections of Osgood Road/Durham Road/Auto Mall 
Parkway, Osgood Road/Warm Springs Boulevard/South Grimmer Boulevard, and Warm Springs 
Boulevard/Mission Boulevard. The proposed Warm Springs Station north entrance was also modeled. 
Modeled results as presented in Table 4.14-6 on the following page show no violation of either the 
1-hour or the 8-hour CO state standard. The WSX Alternative would therefore result in only a minor 
change to local CO emissions. 


Based on the Caltrans Guidance for PM10 hotspots, there is no reason to believe that the WSX 
Alternative would contribute to a PM10 hotspot that would cause or contribute to violations of the 
PM10 NAAQS (Caltrans 2000). No violations of the PM10 NAAQS have been recorded during the 
three most recent years at the monitoring site nearest the project (Table 4.14-2). Recent work by U.C. 
Davis and others suggests that project level PM10 impacts are insignificant beginning a short distance 
downwind of the project. These studies document that unless background concentrations already 
contribute to pollutant concentrations that exceed or are close to the NAAQS threshold, project 
impacts will be negligible (Asbaugh et al., 1996; Asbaugh et al., 1998; South Coast Air Quality 
Management District 1999). Further, since the results of the CO modeling analysis show decreases in 
ambient concentrations at some receptors and only small increases in CO concentrations at other 
locations, the concentrations of PM10 would be expected to follow a similar pattern because PM10, 
like CO, is non reactive. For these reasons, impacts resulting from any local increase in PM10 
emissions would be minimal. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no change from current conditions. 
Impact AQ-3—Generation of regional toxic air contaminant emissions. 


WSX Alternative. BAAQMD has developed a methodology to evaluate the significance of TAC 
emissions from stationary sources, but their approach does not apply to mobile sources. Automobiles 
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and trucks are mobile sources of TAC in the Bay Area, and the quantity of TAC emissions from motor 
vehicles is directly correlated to the amount of VMT. Accordingly, implementation of the WSX 
Alternative would reduce emissions of TAC from automobiles, resulting in a beneficial effect 
throughout the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. 


No-Build Alternative. TAC emissions would increase under the No-Build Alternative because the 
quantity of vehicles on the roadways in the study area would be higher than current conditions and 
higher than under the WSX Alternative. 


Impact AQ-4—Generation of localized toxic air contaminant emissions at station site. 


WSX Alternative. Even though the WSX Alternative would decrease regional VMT and emissions of 
TAC, it would increase traffic volumes, traffic congestion, and TAC emissions near transit stations. 
Increases in local TAC concentrations would likely result from increases in emissions from light-duty 
vehicles (automobiles, trucks, and sport utility vehicles [SUVs]) rather than from diesel-powered 
vehicles because light-duty vehicles would be the predominate users of the BART station parking 
facilities. However, the increase in TAC emissions from gasoline combustion is expected to be 
negligible. This conclusion is based on the results of the CO modeling analysis that shows decreases in 
ambient concentrations at some receptors and only small increases in CO concentrations at other 
locations. The concentrations of TAC would be expected to follow a pattern similar to CO because the 
TAC of primary concern, diesel particulates, is, like CO, non reactive. Consequently, impacts 
resulting from a local increase in emissions of TACs would be minimal. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no change from current conditions. 
Impact AQ-5—Generation of greenhouse gas emissions. 


WSX Alternative. The BAAQMD has not developed any significance thresholds for greenhouse 
gases. This is because greenhouse gases, especially carbon dioxide, do not pose any health risks at 
ambient concentrations. The effects associated with greenhouse gases are long-term climatic changes, 
which are beyond the regulatory purview of the air district. However, automobiles are a major source 
of greenhouse gas emissions, and the quantity of greenhouse gas emissions from automobiles is 
directly correlated to the amount of VMT. Accordingly, realization of the WSX Alternative would 
reduce emissions of greenhouse gases from automobiles, resulting in a beneficial effect. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in increased emissions of greenhouse 
gases from automobiles because the quantity of vehicles on the roadways in the study area would be 
higher than current conditions and higher than under the WSX Alternative. 


Impacts Related to Construction of the WSX Alternative 


Impact AQ-6—Generation of emissions during project construction. 


WSX Alternative. PM10 and diesel particulate matter emitted during construction activities varies 
greatly, depending on the level of activity, the specific operations taking place, the equipment being 
operated, local soils, and weather conditions. Construction activities have the potential to result in 
significant increases in PM10 generation. As noted above, BAAQMD does not require quantification 
of construction emissions and does not consider air pollutant emissions from construction activities an 
impact if the control measures listed in Table 4.14-3 above are implemented. The following mitigation 
measures would minimize impacts resulting from construction of the WSX Alternative. 
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Mitigation Measure AQ-1—Comply with BAAQMD feasible control measures for 
construction emissions of PM10. To control the generation of construction-related PM10 
emissions, BAAQMD feasible control measures for construction emissions of PM10, as 
summarized in Table 4.14-3 above, will be complied with. 


Mitigation Measure AQ-2—Provide a construction emissions plan for diesel particulate 
matter. BART’s contractor will design a construction emissions mitigation plan (“CEMP”’) to 
incorporate specific conditions that reduce diesel particulate matter during project construction. 
The conditions shall include, but are not limited to the following measures; that equipment: a) 
not idle for more than ten minutes, b) not be tampered with in order to increase engine 
horsepower, c) include particulate traps, oxidation catalysts and other suitable control devices 
on all construction equipment used at the construction site or shall use ultra low sulfur diesel 
fuel (“ULSD”) with a sulfur content of 15 ppm or less or other suitable alternative diesel fuel, 
unless the fuel cannot be reasonably procured in the geographic area, and d) be tuned to the 
engine manufacturer's specifications in accordance with a defined maintenance schedule. 
(Suitability of control devices or fuel is based on a number of factors including the following: 
reduced availability of the construction equipment due to increased downtime and/or power 
output, potential for significant damage to equipment engines, and any significant risk to 
nearby workers or the public.) The CEMP shall also establish work limitations such as 
minimizing trips, establishing truck routes, and providing staging areas for trucks located away 
from sensitive receptors, etc. BART or BART’s contractor will include a cost analysis in the 
Draft CEMP with respect to the sensitive receptors in the area, location of supplies, and 
availability of construction easements near the project. BART’s contractor will work with the 
City of Fremont to develop an approved truck routing plan, which will be included in the Final 
CEMP. BART will report on the progress of this mitigation. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no change from current conditions. 


Impacts Related to the Optional Irvington Station 


The impacts and mitigation measures identified above for the WSX Alternative would also apply to the 
optional Irvington Station, including the beneficial impacts of decreasing ROG, NOx, and PM10 
emissions in 2010 and 2025 as compared to no build conditions, reducing emissions of TAC from 
automobiles, and reducing emissions of greenhouse gases from automobiles. The impacts of the 
No-Build Alternative described above would apply equally to not building the optional Irvington 
Station. 
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Section 4.14. Air Quality 


4.14.4.3 Transportation Conformity 

The WSX Alternative is in compliance with transportation conformity regulations as defined by 40 
CFR Part 93, Subpart A, and Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) Resolution NO. 3075, 
Approval of Federal Air Quality Procedures and Conformity Protocol. 


MTC identifies transit as an alternative to the private automobile that can reduce annual average daily 
travel (AADT), which would reduce vehicular emissions in the air basin (Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission 2001). The WSX Alternative was named a Transportation Control Measure in MTC 
Resolution No. 2131, the Transportation Contingency Plan of the 1982 Air Quality Plan. The WSX 
Alternative does not interfere with implementation of any Transportation Control Measure (TCM) 
contained in the Bay Area air quality implementation plan, and continues the implementation process 
for a previous TCM. TCM #6 for ozone in the 1982 State Implementation Plan, which provided for 
continued efforts to obtain funding to support long-range transit improvements and referred 
specifically to the design of the BART Warm Springs extension, was deleted from the SIP for the Bay 
Area, effective October 22, 2001, because (according to the 1999 San Francisco Bay Area Ozone 
Attainment Plan) the design activities had been completed. Notwithstanding deletion of the completed 
design phase from the SIP, the construction and implementation of the WSX Alternative must be 
considered consistent with the purposes of TCM #6. 


In addition, the WSX Alternative comes from a conforming transportation plan and program. The 
WSX Alternative is identified in the 2005 Regional Transportation Plan, titled the Transportation 2030 
Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area, which is the current conforming transportation plan. The 
Transportation 2030 Plan was adopted (MTC Resolution No. 3681) with conformity findings (MTC 
Resolution No. 3679) on February 23, 2005. The WSX Alternative is also identified in the 2005 
Transportation Improvement Program, which was approved (MTC Resolution No. 3630) and found to 
be conforming (MTC Resolution No. 3629) on July 28, 2004. The U.S. Department of Transportation 
approved the conformity determination in the plan and program on March 17, 2005.* MTC’s 
conformity findings are based on the approved motor vehicle emissions budget in the 2001 Ozone 
Attainment Plan. Under EPA’s new conformity rule for the national 8-hour ozone standard, the 
existing 1-hour motor vehicle emission budget is to be used for conformity analyses until it is replaced 
by another budget. 


As noted in the discussion of Impact AQ-1, the WSX Alternative will reduce regional vehicular 
emissions of ozone precursors (organic compounds and NOx) and PM10. In addition, a project must 
not cause or contribute to new local CO or PM10 NAAQS violations or increase the frequency or 
severity of any existing NAAQS violations in areas federally designated as a nonattainment or 
maintenance areas for these pollutants. Since the Bay Area is a federal maintenance area for CO and 
attainment for PM10, for conformity purposes, a local hot spot analysis is required only for 
project-related CO emissions. As discussed above in Impact AQ-2, CO modeling was conducted to 
determine whether the WSX Alternative would cause or contribute to localized exceedances of the 
state or federal ambient standards at sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the WSX Alternative. The 


* Also of note, although no longer included in the list of federal TCMs, the WSX Alternative is among the regional rail 
service project identified in TCM 4, one of the State TCMs included in the now-adopted 2005 Bay Area Ozone 
Strategy (adopted January 4, 2006), and listed in the Transportation 2030 Plan. The State TCMs are adopted for state 
air quality planning purposes rather than for the federal SIP. 
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results showed no violation of the CO air quality standards. The WSX Alternative consequently would 
be a conforming transportation project. 
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Section 4.15 
Energy 


4.15.1 Introduction 


This section describes the existing energy resources and consumption patterns in the WSX 
Alternative vicinity, and analyzes the effects on energy that would result from implementing the 
WSX Alternative. Potential effects generally pertain to consumption of nonrenewable energy 
sources by BART and to reduced automobile use that results from mass-transit improvements. 


4.15.2 Affected Environment 


4.15.2.1 Methodology for Assessment of Existing 
Conditions 


The information used in identifying the existing energy setting and conditions was obtained from 
existing sources, including the California Energy Commission and U.S. Department of 
Transportation (DOT). The boundary of the area studied for this energy analysis coincides with the 
area for which energy-related data were collected (i.e., the area where future BART extension 
patronage would be reflected in changes to the number of vehicle miles traveled [VMT], primarily 
southern Alameda and northern Santa Clara Counties). 


4.15.2.2 Existing Conditions 


California relies on a regional power system composed of a diverse mix of natural gas, renewable, 
hydroelectric, and nuclear generation resources. The state generates 70-80% of the electricity it 
consumes and imports the remaining 20-30% from 11 other western states, Canada, and Mexico. In 
2000, the net electricity consumption of four Bay Area counties (Alameda, San Francisco, San 
Mateo, and Santa Clara) exceeded 36 million megawatt hours (MWh), which represented 
approximately 14% of the electricity consumed in the state that year (California Energy Commission 
2001a). These four counties represent a typical cross-section of Bay Area energy consumption 
patterns. 


Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) is the largest publicly owned utility in California and is 
the electricity and natural gas provider for residential, industrial, and agency consumers within the 
WSX Alternative area, including BART. PG&E buys power from a diverse mix of generating 
sources, including fossil-fueled plants, hydroelectric powerhouses, wind farms, and nuclear power 
plants. In addition to electrical power purchased from PG&E, BART purchases power directly from 
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the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA), which is a federal agency headquartered in Portland, 
Oregon, that markets power to large portions of the Northwest, in addition to other states, including 
California. The majority of the power sold by BPA is hydroelectrically generated. 


Natural gas supplies are derived from underground sources and brought to the surface at gas wells. 
Once it is extracted, gas is purified and the odorant that allows gas leaks to be detected is added to 
the normally odorless gas. Natural gas suppliers such as PG&E then send gas into transmission 
pipelines, which are usually buried underground. PG&E has more than 5,700 miles of these 
pipelines. Compressors propel the gas through a 35,000-mile interstate system of pipelines, which 
ultimately delivers the gas to homes and businesses. PG&E has 3.7 million gas customer accounts. 


In 2000, unexpected developments in the electricity and natural-gas markets resulted in higher prices 
and increased reliability risks. These developments were related to limited supplies of electricity and 
natural gas throughout the western United States and the consequences of deregulation and market 
restructuring. 


Mass-transit systems, such as BART, can provide energy savings because they are able to transport 
people much more efficiently than private automobiles. According to a 1983 Caltrans report 
(Caltrans 1983) on energy and transportation systems, transit (including freight) consumed only 2% 
of the total energy utilized by California’s transportation sector. 


4.15.3 Regulatory Setting 


The following federal and state laws, regulations, and standards are related to energy and the 
construction and operation of the WSX Alternative. 


4.15.3.1 Federal 


Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards 


Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) standards are federal regulations that are set to reduce 
energy consumed by on-road motor vehicles. The standards specify minimum fuel consumption 
efficiency standards for new automobiles sold in the United States. The current standard for 
passenger cars is 27.5 miles per gallon (mpg). The 1998 standard for light trucks was 20.7 mpg 
(Competitive Enterprise Institute 1996). In April 2002, the National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration, part of DOT, issued a final rule for CAFE standards for model-year 2004 light trucks 
that codified a standard of 20.7 mpg; this level is now in effect (U.S. Department of Transportation 
2002a). 


Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century 


The Transportation Equity Act for the 21*t Century, passed in 1998, is intended to protect and 
enhance communities and the natural environment as development occurs in the transportation 
sector. It builds on the initiatives established in the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency 
Act of 1991 (ISTEA), which was the previous major authorizing legislation for surface 
transportation. The ISTEA identified planning factors for use by Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations (MPOs), including the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), in 
developing transportation plans and programs. Under the ISTEA, MPOs are required to “[p]|rotect 
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and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, and improve quality of life” and are 
required to consider the consistency of transportation planning with federal, state, and local energy 
goals (U.S. Department of Transportation 2002b). 


4.15.3.2 State 


California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 6, Energy Efficiency 
Standards 


Title 24, Part 6 of the CCR Energy Efficiency Standards promotes efficient energy use in new 
buildings constructed in California. The standards regulate energy consumed for heating, cooling, 
ventilation, water heating, and lighting. The standards are enforced through the local building permit 
process. 


California Assembly Bill 1X 


On February 1, 2001, Governor Gray Davis signed into law California Assembly Bill 1X (AB 1X), 
which authorized the California Department of Water Resources to purchase electricity under long- 
term contracts to re-sell to two utilities: PG&E and Southern California Edison. This law was 
passed because, as a result of financial constraints, the two utilities were unable to obtain long-term 
power contracts with power generators. AB 1X is significant because it made the state government 
an active participant in California’s power industry (California Energy Commission 2002b). 


4.15.4 Environmental Consequences and 
Mitigation Measures 


4.15.4.1 Methodology for Analysis of Environmental 
Consequences 


This section explains the methodology used to evaluate the impacts of the WSX Alternative on 
regional transportation-related energy consumption in 2010 and 2025. The analysis estimates the 
total amount of energy expected to be consumed by the WSX Alternative by considering both direct 
(operational) and indirect (construction-related) energy impacts. The direct energy impacts were 
assessed quantitatively, using the following methodology. 


Direct energy consumption involves energy used by the operation of vehicles (automobile, truck, 
bus, or train) within the region. In assessing the direct energy impacts, consideration was given to 
the following factors. 


m Annual vehicle miles traveled (VMT) for automobiles, trucks, buses, and BART vehicles. 


m Variation of fuel consumption rates by vehicle type. 


The direct-energy analysis was based on projected year 2010 and 2025 regional traffic volumes and 
total VMT. The projected daily traffic volumes for the region were an output of the traffic model and 
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were annualized using a factor of 320 days per year.' The VMT fuel consumption method used for 
this project is outlined in Technical Guidance, Section 5309 New Starts Criteria (Federal Transit 
Administration, Office of Planning 1999). Energy consumption factors for the various modes 
identified in Table 4.15-1 were developed by Oak Ridge Laboratory and published in the 2002 
Transportation Energy Book (Edition 22) (Oak Ridge Laboratory 2002). 


Direct energy, measured in British thermal units (Btu) was converted to the equivalent barrels of 
crude oil for comparison to the No-Build condition. The annual direct energy expenditure (in Btu) 
was also calculated for the No-Build Alternative in 2010 and 2025 and each of the WSX Alternative 
scenarios modeled in the transportation analysis (WSX Alternative in 2010 and 2025, WSX 
Alternative with optional Irvington Station in 2010 and 2025). In addition, for purposes of 
examining cumulative effects of the WSX Alternative together with the proposed SVRTC, energy 
expenditures were calculated for the WSX Alternative together with SVRTC in 2025, without and 
with the optional Irvington Station. The WSX Alternative’s contribution to cumulative impacts on 
energy resources is discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Cumulative Effects. 


Indirect energy impacts were assessed qualitatively, with attention given to the efficiency with which 
construction materials and machinery are produced and the choices made with respect to the 
construction procedures and the adequacy of equipment maintenance. 


Table 4.15-1. Energy Consumption Factors 


Mode Factor 

Passenger Vehicles (auto, van, light truck) 5,815 Btu/VMT 
Transit Bus (all vehicle types)* 42,955 Btu/VMT 
Rail (light or heavy) 71,360 Btu/VMT 
Note: 


* A transit bus energy consumption factor of 42,955 Btu/VMT was used for all bus types (including alternative 
fueled buses). Sufficient data has not been available to develop consumption factors for alternative fuels such 
as CNG (compressed natural gas), LNG (liquefied natural gas), and others. 


Source: Oak Ridge Laboratory 2002 


4.15.4.2 Alternative-Specific Environmental Analysis 


Impacts Related to Operation of the WSX Alternative 


Impact E-1—Effects on overall regional energy usage. 


WSX Alternative. As indicated in Table 4.15-2, the WSX Alternative would result in an overall 
decrease in Bay Area transportation energy consumption in 2010 and in 2025 as compared to No- 
Build conditions. The annual automobile and bus VMT would decrease with the WSX Alternative. 
In 2010, the WSX Alternative would also result in a decrease in automobile and bus VMT of 
approximately 58.5 million miles, while the VMT for BART, including the WSX Alternative, would 
increase by approximately 377,000 miles. The net result in 2010, with implementation of the WSX 


' Daily traffic and train volumes are projected for a typical weekday. The annualization factor of 320 allows for 
differences in traffic levels and levels of service for transit during weekends and holidays. 
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Alternative, would be an overall annual decrease in energy consumption of 323.3 billion Btu, or 
approximately 55,748 barrels of oil. In 2025, the WSX Alternative would also result in a decrease in 
automobile and bus VMT of approximately 73.3 million miles and an increase of 495,000 miles in 
BART VMT. The net result in 2025, with implementation of the WSX Alternative, would be an 
overall annual decrease in energy consumption of approximately 401.1 billion Btu, or approximately 
69,150 barrels of oil, compared to No-Build. 


Therefore, the WSX Alternative would result in an overall decrease in the consumption of energy, 
resulting in gains to energy efficiency, which would be a net benefit. 


No-Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, overall transportation energy consumption 
would continue to increase in 2010 and 2025. 


Impact E-2—Effects on regional energy supply and capacity. 


WSX Alternative. As indicated in Table 4.15-2 and discussed above, the WSX Alternative would 
result in an overall decrease in Bay Area transportation energy consumption in 2010 and in 2025 as 
compared to the No-Build conditions. As a result, there would be a decrease in the amount of overall 
energy required to meet the regional energy demands. Therefore, the WSX Alternative would result 
in a net benefit. 


No-Build Alternative. Bay Area transportation energy consumption would continue to increase in 
2010 and 2025 under the No-Build Alternative. As a result, supply and capacity would be adversely 
affected. 


Impact E-3—Effects on peak- and base-period electricity demand. 


WSX Alternative. Peak electricity demand, expressed in megawatts (MW), measures the largest 
electric power requirement during a specified period of time, usually integrated over | hour. Peak 
demand is important in evaluating system reliability. On a typical day, peak demand on the 
electricity grid that is controlled by the California Independent System Operator’ (Cal-ISO) normally 
occurs on weekdays between 3:00 p.m. and 5:00 p.m., and is highest during the hot summer months. 
Base-period, or off-peak demand occurs during the middle of the day and in the evening, when 
electricity usage patterns change. BART operates at a peak operating schedule—15-minute 
headways in 2010 and 12-minute headways in 2025—during the period of peak-demand on the Cal- 
ISO-controlled system. BART operates at an off-peak operating schedule—20-minute headways in 
both 2010 and 2025—during the off-peak hours on the Cal-ISO-controlled system. 


Two elements of the electrical system are important to determine whether electrical power demand 
increases are significant: generating capacity and transmission capacity. 


? Cal-ISO operates the wholesale power grid that provides power for 82% of California, including BART. 
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Generating Capacity 

When operating at peak frequency, the WSX Alternative would increase demand on the statewide 
electricity supply by 0.36 MW in 2010. One MW is enough power to meet the electricity needs of 
1,000 typical California homes, meaning that the WSX Alternative would require the electricity of 
360 homes when it is operating at peak frequency. Peak demand statewide in 2010 has been 
forecasted at 50,796 MW, which means that the additional load placed on the system by the WSX 
Alternative would be 0.00007% of the Cal-I[SO-controlled grid (California Independent System 
Operator 2002). 


While it is difficult to project supply more than 2 to 3 years into the future, it is expected that total 
supply capacity of the Cal-I[SO-controlled system will be about 53,000 MW in 2008 (California 
Energy Commission 2003a). Predictions of system-wide supply capacity in 2010 are not available. 
However, capacity in 2010 would be adequate to accommodate demand, assuming the accuracy of 
the projections showing that capacity projected for 2008 is in excess of demand expected in 2010 by 
approximately 2,200 MW. The additional 0.36-MW load placed on the system by the WSX 
Alternative would represent approximately 0.0016% of the 2,200-MW surplus. The same 
comparisons cannot be drawn for 2025 because it is too speculative to make electricity supply and 
demand projections that far into the future. 


While the WSX Alternative would increase the peak demand on the power generation system, the 
effect would be limited because of surplus capacity and the relatively small percentage of that surplus 
that the additional load from the project represents. 


Transmission Capacity 

Transmission capacity refers to the maximum amount of power that can be carried from the 
generating source to the utility provider and is a key component in the electrical power delivery 
system. In the years since the start of the electricity crisis, the transmission capabilities of some 
portions of the state’s electrical grid have occasionally not been adequate to transmit electricity at a 
rate that satisfies the quantities of electricity demanded. This phenomenon is known as transmission 
bottlenecks. An example of one such current bottleneck occurs through what is known as Path 15, a 
major transmission line between Northern and Southern California. According to the Western Area 
Power Administration (WAPA), PG&E plans to increase the rating of Path 15 from 3,900 MW to 
5,400 MW, which is expected to be completed by late 2004 (Western Area Power Administration 
2004). Improvements to other transmission paths are currently planned (Cal-ISO 2002a). 


The increased demand to the Cal-ISO electrical transmission grid could have a potential impact, 
depending on how much the transmission system is improved prior to implementation of the WSX 
Alternative. Therefore, the WSX Alternative would have an impact on transmission capacity. 
Because no mitigation is available to reduce this impact to a negligible level, it is considered adverse. 


No-Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, it is likely that development will continue to 
place new demands on the electricity grid, resulting in a similar substantial and unavoidable impact 
on transmission capacity. However, the details of any such development are not known at this time. 
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Impacts Related to Construction of the WSX Alternative 


Impact E-4—Effects of construction on the consumption of nonrenewable energy resources. 


WSX Alternative. A construction impact would occur on energy if construction activities related to 
the WSX Alternative consumed nonrenewable energy resources in a wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary manner. 


Construction-related energy consumption comprises two components: secondary facilities and 
project construction. A secondary facility is a facility such as a factory that produces construction 
materials and machinery that will be used in the construction and maintenance of the WSX 
Alternative structures and attendant facilities. The majority of the energy consumed by this 
component of construction-related energy consumption would be consumed at the time of 
construction (the exception being the amount used during maintenance activities). It is assumed that 
secondary facilities employ all reasonable energy conservation practices as part of their operations 
management plans, in the interest of minimizing the cost of doing business. In fact, industry in 
California reduced electricity usage (which is mostly generated by natural gas, a non-renewable fuel) 
from 54.7 million MWh in 2000 to 52.2 million MWh in 2001, a 4.6% reduction, even as the state’s 
population increased by 513,352, or 1.5% (CEC 2002c). As such, it can be assumed that WSX 
Alternative-related energy consumption by secondary facilities would not consume non-renewable 
energy resources in a wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary manner. This impact would therefore be 
negligible. 


The project construction component of the construction-related energy consumption for the WSX 
Alternative would result in the one-time, non-recoverable energy costs associated with construction 
of cut-and-cover subway, trackwork, systems/equipment, transportation-related facilities (stations, 
maintenance facilities), and vehicles. Details regarding energy conservation practices have not been 
specified because the WSX Alternative has only been designed to a conceptual level of detail. It is 
expected, however, that BART would require contractors to employ good construction practices and 
energy management techniques to ensure that nonrenewable resources are not consumed in a 
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary manner. However, in the absence of clear energy conservation 
guidelines for construction of the WSX Alternative, it is conservatively assumed that there is the 
potential for substantial energy impacts during construction of the WSX Alternative. For example, 
unplanned and inefficient delivery of materials to the work sites could increase the number of truck 
trips required, resulting in wasteful use of energy. In addition, if the construction equipment and 
machinery were not in good condition, wasteful consumption of energy could result. Equipment and 
vehicles left idling could also result in unnecessary use of energy. Mitigation Measure E-4 would 
minimize this impact. 


Mitigation Measure E-4—Develop and implement a construction energy conservation 
plan. BART will require the contractors to adopt construction energy conservation measures 
including, but not limited to, those listed below. 


m Use energy-efficient equipment and incorporate energy-saving techniques in the 
construction of the WSX Alternative. 


m Avoid unnecessary idling of construction equipment. 
= Consolidate material delivery as much as possible to ensure efficient vehicle utilization. 
m Schedule delivery of materials during non-rush hours to maximize vehicle fuel efficiency. 


= Encourage construction workers to carpool. 
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= Maintain equipment and machinery, especially those using gasoline and diesel, in good 
working condition. 


No-Build Alternative. Implementation of the No-Build Alternative would not result in the project- 
related consumption of nonrenewable energy resources. 


Impacts Related to Operation of the Optional Irvington Station 


Some of the impacts and mitigation measures identified above for the WSX Alternative would also 
apply to the optional Irvington Station. As appropriate, the discussion below refers to the previous 
section, Jmpacts Related to Operation of the WSX Alternative, for descriptions of those impacts and 
mitigation measures that apply to both the Warm Springs Extension and the optional Irvington 
Station. 


Impact E-5—Effects of optional Irvington Station on overall energy usage. 


WSX Alternative. As indicated in Table 4.15-2, the WSX Alternative with Irvington Station would 
result in an overall decrease in Bay Area transportation energy consumption in 2010 and in 2025 as 
compared to No-Build and to the WSX Alternative without Irvington Station conditions. The annual 
automobile and bus VMT would decrease more with the optional Irvington Station because more 
patrons would make the mode change from automobile to transit. In 2010, the WSX Alternative with 
Irvington Station would result in a decrease in automobile and bus VMT of approximately 

62.7 million miles compared to No-Build and approximately 4.2 million miles compared to the WSX 
Alternative without Irvington Station, while the VMT for BART would increase by approximately 
377,000 miles compared to No-Build and remain the same when compared to the WSX Alternative 
without Irvington. In 2010, the net result of building the WSX Alternative with Irvington Station 
would be an overall annual decrease in energy consumption of about 347.7 billion Btu, or 
approximately 59,951 barrels of oil, compared to No-Build, and 24.4 billion Btu, or approximately 
4,203 barrels of oil, compared to the WSX Alternative without Irvington. 


In 2025, the WSX Alternative with Irvington Station would also result in a decrease in automobile 
and bus VMT of approximately 118.5 million miles and an increase of 495,000 miles in BART 
VMT, compared to No-Build, which would result in an overall annual decrease in energy 
consumption of about 663.8 billion Btu, or approximately 114,451 barrels of oil. The optional 
Irvington Station automobile and bus VMT would decrease by about 45.2 million miles compared to 
the WSX Alternative without Irvington, resulting in a annual energy savings of 263 billion Btu (with 
BART VMT having remained the same as with the WSX Alternative). The WSX Alternative with 
Irvington Station would result in an overall decrease in the consumption of transportation-related 
energy over No-Build and WSX Alternative, resulting in gains to energy efficiency, a net benefit. 


No-Build Alternative. Overall transportation energy consumption will continue to increase in 2010 
and 2025 if the No-Build Alternative is chosen. 


Impact E-6— Effects of optional Irvington Station on regional energy supply and capacity. 


WSX Alternative. As indicated in Table 4.15-2 and discussed above, the WSX Alternative with 
Irvington Station would result in an overall decrease in Bay Area transportation energy consumption 
in 2010 and in 2025 as compared to No-Build and the WSX Alternative without Irvington Station 
conditions. As a result, there would be a decrease in the amount of overall energy necessary to meet 
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the regional energy demands. The WSX Alternative with Irvington Station would result in a 
decrease in the overall consumption of energy compared to No-Build and the WSX Alternative 
without Irvington, resulting in a decrease in the amount of energy required by the region, a net 
benefit. 


No-Build Alternative. Bay Area transportation energy consumption would continue to increase in 
2010 and 2025 under the No-Build Alternative. As a result, supply and capacity would be adversely 
affected. 


Impact E-7—Effects of the optional Irvington Station on peak- and base-period electricity 
demand. 


WSX Alternative. The impacts on peak- and base-period electricity demand for the WSX 
Alternative with Irvington Station would be the same as for the WSX Alternative without Irvington 
Station, described above. As such, effects on peak-demand on the electricity generating system are 
anticipated to be negligible, but there is a potential adverse unavoidable impact on peak-demand on 
the transmission system, as discussed above in the analysis conducted for Impact E-3. 


The increased demand to the Cal-ISO electrical transmission grid could have a potential impact, 
depending on how much the transmission system is improved prior to implementation of the WSX 
Alternative. Therefore, the WSX Alternative with optional Irvington Station would have an impact 
on transmission capacity. Because no mitigation is available to reduce this impact to a negligible 
level, it is considered adverse. 


No-Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, it is likely that development will continue to 
place new demands on the electricity grid, resulting in a similar substantial and unavoidable impact 
on transmission capacity. 


Impacts Related to Construction of the Optional Irvington Station 


Impact E-8—Effects of construction of optional Irvington Station on the consumption of 
nonrenewable energy resources. 


WSX Alternative. Although construction impacts on energy consumption would increase slightly 
over the WSX Alternative without Irvington Station because of the additional station, Impact E-4 as 
described above would also apply to construction activities associated with the optional Irvington 
Station. Mitigation Measure E-4 as described above would minimize this impact. 


Mitigation Measure E-4—Develop and implement a construction energy conservation 
plan. This mitigation measure is described above. 


No-Build Alternative. Implementation of the No-Build Alternative would not result in the project- 
related consumption of nonrenewable energy resources. 
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Section 4.16 
Utilities and Public Service 


4.16.1 Introduction 


This section discusses the utilities and public services that potentially would be affected by the WSX 
Alternative. The utility and public service systems analyzed include fresh water, stormwater and 
sewer systems, and natural gas, electrical, communications, and petroleum pipelines. 


4.16.2 Affected Environment 


4.16.2.1 Methodology for Assessment of Existing 
Conditions 


To assess the existing utilities and public services in the study area, BART contacted the various 
utility and service providers in the region. This analysis concentrates on major utility lines in the 
study area because the WSX Alternative could have potential impacts on the surrounding community 
and large costs could be incurred if major relocation of a utility were necessary. In most instances, 
the relocation of minor utility lines is not expected to be an issue, based on discussions with the 
various utilities. 


All the utility companies discussed below have indicated that they do not expect the WSX 
Alternative to have any impacts that could not be mitigated. In addition, all utility agencies have 
stated the intent to work with BART and the engineering design team to resolve conflicts. BART has 
agreements with Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG&E) and SBC Communications, Inc. (SBC) 
that establish the guidelines for necessary utility relocation. These agreements are amended 
periodically, and any BART-related work involving the utilities’ facilities will follow guidelines set 
forth in the agreements. Although no such agreement currently exists between BART and the San 
Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC), which is supplied by the Hetch Hetchy aqueduct 
system, SFPUC intends to work directly with the BART team to avoid or resolve any conflicts. 


4.16.2.2 Existing Conditions 


The existing conditions are discussed below by type of utility system. 
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Electrical Power 


Hetch Hetchy System 


The City of San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) obtains electric power from the 
Hetch Hetchy aqueduct system. The Hetch Hetchy electrical power system in the Fremont area 
consists of overhead electrical transmission lines. 


In the project area, overhead electrical transmission lines cross the proposed alignment just north of 
Auto Mall Parkway. These transmission lines are rated 115 kilovolt (kV) and supported by 90-foot 
towers. Where the right-of-way crosses the WSX Alternative alignment, the transmission lines 
maintain a minimum clearance of 34 feet from the existing level of the former SP and former WP 
tracks. The clearance requirement is controlled by the State Industrial Safety Division General Order 
95 (GO 95). 


PG&E 


The existing PG&E electrical utility system in the Fremont area consists of transmission lines rated at 
12kV and 21kV that are supported by a series of wood poles, and trunk lines rated at 60kV, 115kV, 
and 230kV that are supported by towers. The 12kV and 21kV lines cross the proposed WSX 
Alternative alignment in many locations, but relocating them is a relatively uncomplicated matter. 
The trunk line crosses the proposed WSX Alternative alignment near Auto Mall Parkway. At 
present, the lines maintain a minimum clearance in some areas of 34 feet from the existing level of 
the former SP and WP tracks, and a minimum clearance of 25 feet in other areas as controlled by 

GO 95. PG&E also has underground power lines under Walnut Avenue, Stevenson Boulevard, 
Paseo Padre Parkway, and Grimmer Boulevard. 


Natural Gas 


The existing natural gas line network in the Fremont area is operated and maintained by PG&E. The 
WSX Alternative alignment would cross the existing gas lines at several locations, usually where the 
alignment crosses an existing roadway. These locations include the alignment crossings at Walnut 
Avenue, Stevenson Boulevard, Washington Boulevard, just north of Blacow Road, just north of Auto 
Mall Parkway (two locations), Prune Avenue, and Warm Springs Court. 


The gas-line pipe ranges from 3 to 36 inches in diameter. At some locations, concrete casings and/or 
other protective coverings have been installed over the existing pipelines. 


Communication Utilities 


SBC, US Sprint, MCI, AT&T, Time-Warner, Wiltel, 360 Networks, XO Communications, Qwest, 
and Level 3 Communications operate and maintain communication lines near the WSX Alternative 
alignment. 


SBC 


The underground SBC lines in the study area include a mainline parallel to the west side of the 
former SP tracks from Stevenson Boulevard to the Alameda/Santa Clara County line. There are line 
crossings also at Washington Boulevard, Adams Avenue, Darby Common, Prune Avenue, and Warm 
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Springs Court. The size of conduits and depth of cover of these lines are undetermined at present 
(Walde pers. comm.). 


US Sprint 


The US Sprint system consists of six 2-inch conduits with fiber optic cables running parallel to the 
east side of the former SP tracks through the study area. The WSX Alternative is expected to cross 
these cables in the vicinity of Fremont Central Park (Marchuk pers. comm.). 


MCI 


The MCI system consists of two fiber optic cable lines in the study area. One fiber optic cable line is 
parallel to the former SP tracks, and the other is parallel to the east side of the former WP tracks from 
north of Paseo Padre Parkway to just north of Auto Mall Parkway where the fiber optic cable then 
crosses to the west of the former WP tracks. The WSX Alternative alignment would cross one MCI 
cable in the former SP right-of-way near Fremont Central Park, and it would cross the other MCI 
cable in the UP right-of-way north of Auto Mall Parkway. 


The fiber optic cables are sometimes placed in 4-inch galvanized steel or PVC conduits, depending 
on geographical location. All conduits typically have a 42-inch minimum cover, except where a 24- 
inch minimum clearance is maintained in ballast under railroad tracks (Scurries pers. comm., Siegel 
pers. comm.). 


AT&T 


The AT&T underground television cable runs along Walnut Avenue. The WSX Alternative 
alignment would cross over the existing cable on Walnut Avenue between Gardino Drive and Civic 
Center Drive (Azevedo pers. comm.). 


Other Communication Utilities 


Time-Wanrner, Wiltel, 360 Networks, XO Communications, Qwest, and Level 3 Communication 
have installed fiber optic cables parallel and/or perpendicular to the UP tracks. The UP has 
signal/communication lines in the railroad right-of-way. There are also Western Union lines in the 
railroad right-of-way. 


Petroleum Pipelines 


Kinder Morgan and Chevron Pipeline Company have petroleum pipelines in the WSX Alternative 
corridor. 


Kinder Morgan 


In the study area from Paseo Padre Parkway to the south of Kato Road, Kinder Morgan operates and 
maintains a welded steel pipe 10 inches in diameter. The pipeline follows Driscoll Road from 
Mission Boulevard to just north of Washington Boulevard, where it crosses the UP tracks. From 
there, the pipe runs parallel to the east side of the former SP tracks to the Alameda/Santa Clara 
County line. An 8-inch welded steel pipeline leased from the Shell Oil Company runs parallel to the 
10-inch pipe (Whitelaw pers. comm.). The pipelines have been included in a listing of critical 
utilities that cross the Hayward fault (California Department of Conservation & Division of Mines 
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and Geology 1987). The Kinder Morgan guidelines require a minimum cover of 6 feet under heavy 
loading conditions. The existing pipes have been placed without special cover or casing. There is no 
plan to modify or improve the present arrangement in the next 10 years (Reed pers. comm.). 


Chevron Pipeline Company 


The portions of the Bay Area Products Line (BAPL) in the Fremont area consist of petroleum 
pipelines currently operated and maintained by the Chevron Pipeline Company. Within the WSX 
Alternative corridor, the existing 8-inch pipe runs parallel to and east of the UP track from Grimmer 
Boulevard south to Kato Road. Between Grimmer Boulevard and Prune Avenue, some branch pipes 
have been abandoned in place (Noreen pers. comm.). The pipeline is included in a listing of critical 
utilities that cross the Hayward fault (California Department of Conservation & Division of Mines 
and Geology 1987). There are no planned improvements to the existing system in the near future 
(Billeter pers. comm.). 


Sewer 


The existing sewer network, under the jurisdiction of the Union Sanitary District, crosses the WSX 
Alternative in several locations. The system consists mainly of PVC, clay, and asbestos pipes; it 
operates by gravity flow. Minor feeder lines cross the former WP and former SP tracks. These lines 
range from 8 to 27 inches in diameter and are located near the alignment crossings at Paseo Padre 
Parkway, Washington Boulevard, Blacow Road, Sheldon Court, Prune Avenue, Grimmer Boulevard, 
and Warm Springs Court. No improvements are planned in the next 5 years (Davis pers. comm.). 


Water 


Alameda County Water District 


In the Fremont area, the Alameda County Water District (ACWD) operates and maintains the local 
water network serving the area. The ACWD adopted the Jntegrated Resources Planning Study in 
1995. The study did not identify any ACWD proposals that would affect the WSX Alternative. In 
1988-89, under drought conditions, ACWD’s water supply of 48,300 acre-feet was received from 
three main sources: 31,300 acre-feet from the State Water Project (65%), 10,000 acre-feet from 
SFWD (20%), and 7,000 acre-feet from local run-off and groundwater (City of Fremont 1991). 


The existing water system crosses the WSX Alternative alignment at Walnut Avenue, Stevenson 
Boulevard, Paseo Padre Parkway, Washington Boulevard, Blacow Road, Prune Avenue, and Warm 
Springs Court. The existing water lines range from 12 to 24 inches in diameter. ACWD water lines 
parallel the proposed WSX Alternative alignment from north of Paseo Padre Parkway to Washington 
Boulevard. In addition, 24-inch and 48-inch diameter lines cross the WSX Alternative in the area 
between Paseo Padre Parkway and Washington Boulevard. 


Hetch Hetchy System 
SFPUC obtains water from the Hetch Hetchy aqueduct system. The Hetch Hetchy water system in 
the Fremont area consists of a network of water pipelines and a pumping station. 


The existing 60-inch and 66-inch Hetch Hetchy water pipelines run east-west and cross the proposed 
alignment just north of Paseo Padre Parkway. 
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The pumping station is located along the north side of the pipelines north of Paseo Padre Parkway 
between the former SP and former WP tracks. The pumping station is no longer in service and is 
programmed to be demolished. 


SFPUC plans to replace or repair aging facilities and seismically upgrade facilities of the entire 
Hetch Hetchy system between 2003 and 2013. 


Storm Drain 


In the Fremont area, the Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (ACFCD) 
operates and maintains a series of drainage ponds, basins, and culverts. The systems within the WSX 
Alternative corridor and their respective impacts and mitigations are listed in Section 4.5, Hydrology. 
ACFCD has not set aside funds for improvements in the near future to the drainage systems 
discussed in the hydrology section. However, additional upstream drainage needs due to 
development will increase the downstream capacity requirements for those drainage systems affected 
by the WSX Alternative (Lindley pers. comm.). 


4.16.3 Regulatory Setting 


The following federal, state, and local laws, regulations, ordinances, and rules are related to utilities 
and public service impacts respective of the construction and operation of the WSX Alternative. 


4.16.3.1 Federal 


Safe Drinking Water Act 


The Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) (42 USC 300f et seq.) is the primary federal law regulating 
drinking water quality; it establishes standards intended to protect public health, safety, and welfare. 
U.S. EPA implements the SDWA and delegates its authority under the SDWA to the states. 


In California, the Department of Health Services (DHS) oversees public water systems, regulates 
drinking water, and implements the Safe Drinking Water Act. California’s regulations for domestic 
water quality and monitoring, including primary and secondary drinking water standards, are 
contained in Title 22, CCR (Health and Safety Code). 


The state requires that public water systems meet two groups of water quality standards: primary and 
secondary drinking water standards. Primary drinking water standards, known as Maximum 
Contaminant Levels (MCLs), are legally enforceable standards that regulate contaminants that could 
threaten public health. Secondary drinking water standards are used to regulate contaminants that 
affect the taste, odor, and appearance of water, and are enforceable for new potable water sources. 


4.16.3.2 State 


Construction Regulations 


California has established laws to protect infrastructure from damage caused by construction 
activities. Contractor State License Board Enforcement Business and Professions Code (Section 
7110), Assembly Bill (AB) 2719, AB 73 (Chapter 328), and California Government Code (Sections 
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4216—4216.9) state that contractors must notify and coordinate with appropriate groups before 
beginning ground-disturbing construction activities. Contractors must paint the area to be disturbed 
and call Underground Service Alert (USA) at least 2 days before starting to dig. USA is responsible 
for notifying its subscribing member agencies of the excavation. Existing underground facilities 
must be exposed by hand excavation before power equipment is used (Underground Service Alert 
2004). 


In addition to coordinating activities and giving proper notification, WSX Alternative proponents 
must obtain required permits for impacts on groups or agencies that use or own utilities affected by 
the action. 


4.16.4 Environmental Consequences and 
Mitigation Measures 


4.16.4.1 Methodology for Analysis of Environmental 
Consequences 


This analysis focuses on potential impacts of the WSX Alternative on utilities and public service. An 
effect was deemed an impact where a utility would be materially affected by construction or 
operation of the WSX Alternative, resulting in the need for new utility systems or substantial 
alterations to existing systems. For this study, a utility is defined as 


m electrical power, 

= natural gas, 

™ communications systems, 
= water, 

m™ sewer or septic tanks, 


= stormwater drainage, and 


= solid waste disposal. 


4.16.4.2 Alternative-Specific Environmental Analysis 


Impacts Related to Operation of the WSX Alternative 


Impact UPS-1—Potential conflicts with Hetch Hetchy water pipelines and electrical 
transmission lines, and ACWD water lines. 


WSX Alternative. BART and SFPUC are currently in the process of negotiating what right-of-way 
SFPUC needs for potential future expansion. Once the BART extension is constructed, the options 
for Hetch Hetchy pipeline expansion could be constrained. 
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It should be noted that no bridge abutment or similar structure of any kind should be located near the 
pipelines (Zandian pers. comm.). Mitigation Measure UPS-1 would reduce this impact to a minimal 
level. 


In addition to SFPUC, ACWD operates and maintains the local water network serving the project 
corridor. The future existence of stray electrical currents related to BART operations may also have 
adverse impacts on the pipelines. Operation of BART generates stray electrical currents. Utility 
lines near the WSX Alternative corridor could be affected by stray currents, especially those utilities 
that run parallel to the BART tracks. In particular, stray current may accelerate the corrosion of 
metal pipes through the process of electrolysis. 


Mitigation Measure UPS-1—Coordinate with the San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission staff and ACWD staff. Impacts on the Hetch Hetchy water system and 
ACWD water system will be minimized by consulting the respective staff early in the 
engineering design process to coordinate key elements of the design, such as locations of 
structural columns, at-grade track ballast, subway structure, or similar structures, so as to 
maintain proper clearance and minimize potential effects on the pipelines. 


BART will coordinate with the SFPUC and ACWD during project design to minimize 
constraints and operational impacts related to the Hetch Hetchy pipelines. During 
construction, access would be provided for emergency purposes and maintenance repairs. 


Mitigation Measure UPS-2—Provide protection from stray electrical currents. As a 
precautionary measure to safeguard against stray electrical currents related to BART 
operation, running rails will be insulated from ground at all potential areas of effect. This 
insulation will prevent stray currents from leaving the running rail and returning to it, 
ensuring that BART operations do not interfere with the cathodic protection installed on the 
pipes. BART will also monitor the system for significant stray currents. BART will 
coordinate with potentially affected utility agencies to identify any additional measures that 
may be required to protect facilities from stray electrical current. 


Mitigation Measure UPS-3—Proper clearance from Hetch Hetchy electrical 
transmission lines will be maintained. With regard to the Hetch Hetchy overhead power 
lines, the reconstruction of existing support towers or placement of new ones may prove 
necessary to meet minimum clearance requirements. Proper clearance from electrical 
transmission lines will be maintained. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would not result in the project-related need for any 
relocation or adjustments of the Hetch Hetchy System. 


Impact UPS-2—Potential disruptions of utilities, electrical transmission lines, pipelines, and 
fiber optic cables related to the operation of the WSX Alternative. 


WSX Alternative. Operation of the WSX Alternative may have the impacts identified below by 
individual utility. 


Natural Gas 

The BART track, structures, and associated improvements may result in insufficient clearance of the 
existing gas pipe locations, potentially causing disruptions of service. Any new stray electric 
currents could also have an impact on metal pipes. 
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Electrical Power 
The BART track, structures, and associated improvements may result in insufficient clearance of the 
existing electrical transmission line locations, potentially causing disruptions of service. 


Communication Utilities 

The BART track, structures, and associated improvements may result in insufficient clearance of the 
existing conduit locations, potentially causing disruptions of service. The future existence of electric 
currents in the area may have an impact on the lines within metal conduits, if precautionary measures 
are not taken. No stray current effects are expected to have an impact on the fiber optic cables. 


Petroleum Pipelines 

The final design of the WSX Alternative will ultimately determine whether the pipelines need to be 
relocated or their grade adjusted. Depending on final design, the placement of new BART track, 
structures, and associated improvements may result in insufficient clearance of the existing pipeline 
locations, potentially causing disruption of service. The future existence of stray electric currents 
generated by BART trains may have an impact on the metal pipe, if precautionary measures are not 
taken. The planting of deep-rooted vegetation for landscaping could also affect the integrity of the 
pipeline. 


Water 

There would be possible conflicts where the WSX Alternative would cross the existing water 
systems. Relocation and grade adjustments could be necessary to maintain adequate protective 
coverings and clearances. The future presence of stray electrical currents due to the new BART 
operations in the vicinity of water lines will be a concern. 


The following mitigation measures will reduce the severity of these impacts. 


Mitigation Measure UPS-1—Coordinate with the San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission and ACWD staff. This mitigation measure is described above. 


Mitigation Measure UPS-2—Provide protection from stray electrical currents. This 
mitigation measure is described above. 


Mitigation Measure UPS-4—Maintain clearance beneath electrical transmission lines. 
The relocation or grade adjustment of existing support towers, pipelines, and facilities may 
prove necessary to maintain proper clearances. Early consultation with appropriate staff of 
all parties referenced above in the engineering design process will be done to minimize any 
potential conflicts resulting from the WSX Alternative. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would not result in the project-related need for any 
relocation or adjustments in utilities and public services. 


Impact UPS-3—Incremental increase on water and sewer utilities during the operation of the 
WS X Alternative. 


WSX Alternative. ACWD operates and maintains the local water network serving the project 
corridor. Water usage required by BART is limited to the station facilities (landscaping, bathroom 
facilities, and drinking water fountains) and the subway fire suppression system. Water consumption 
for the WSX Alternative is expected to be low, resulting in only a negligible impact on the local 
water supply. 
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BART has been in contact with the Union Sanitary District, and discussions with the sanitary district 
indicate that sewer capacity is not an issue. The WSX Alternative is not expected to have an impact 
on the existing sewer network. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would not result in the increased demand on water 
and sewer services. 


Impacts Related to Construction of the WSX Alternative 


Impact UPS-4—Construction-related service interruptions. 


WSX Alternative. Construction of the WSX Alternative may have the impacts identified below by 
individual utility. 


Water 

The construction process could temporarily affect the existing Hetch Hetchy system water lines, 
although the extent of conflict cannot be fully determined at this stage of design. There is a concern 
regarding the disturbance effect of the WSX Alternative on protective groundcovers of the pipelines, 
and the operation of heavy construction equipment over the pipelines may cause excess loading. 
SFWD engineering staff indicated in discussions that they would analyze and evaluate construction 
conditions in coordination with the project development team to determine the exact areas affected. 
Any disturbance to the existing ACWD system would result in interruption of service. 


Natural Gas 

During construction, the WSX Alternative would present potential conflicts with the existing PG&E 
gas line network at the locations mentioned above in Section 4.16.2.2, “Existing Conditions.” 
Depending on the final design, the pipelines may need to be relocated or their grades adjusted. 


The planting of deep-rooted vegetation for landscaping purposes also may affect the integrity of the 
pipelines. Construction activities also may interfere with the clearance of the high-voltage lines, 
resulting in safety concerns for construction personnel and equipment. 


Communication Utilities 

Lines parallel to the WSX Alternative also may be affected if the existing clearance is disturbed. 
Conduits may need to be relocated or their grades adjusted. Any excavation in the areas of potential 
conflict may affect the protective covering currently in place. Operation of construction equipment 
may result in excessive loading on the conduit cover. The planting of deep-rooted vegetation for 
landscaping purposes also may affect the integrity of the conduits. 


Petroleum Pipelines 

The construction process of the WSX Alternative presents potential conflicts with the existing Kinder 
Morgan pipeline at the crossing location near Washington Boulevard. Portions of the pipeline 
parallel to the WSX Alternative alignment also may be affected. Excavation in the area may 
adversely reduce the required cover for heavy loading conditions. 


Sewer 

Some disturbance to the feeder line crossings may result from earthwork in the area during 
construction; however, the conflict would be minor with proper involvement by Union Sanitary 
District staff. 
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Storm Drain 

As discussed in Section 4.5, Hydrology, excavation or filling in any part of the identified detention 
areas during the BART construction would affect the storm drain storage and flow capacity of the 
system. Culvert relocations or adjustments of grades may be necessary to accommodate the BART 
design. Impacts on the storage and flow capacity of the system would occur unless interim drainage 
diversion systems were provided and construction was scheduled during the dry season. 


The following mitigation measures would reduce the severity of this impact. 


Mitigation Measure UPS-1—Coordinate with the San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission and ACWD staff. This mitigation measure is described above. 


Mitigation Measure UPS-5—Coordinate with affected utilities, companies, and agencies 
that own pipelines and underground conduits to arrange necessary relocation and 
protection of existing lines. Any interruption of underground utility service will be 
coordinated with the service provider(s) well in advance of the projected date of interruption. 
In particular, BART shall continue to coordinate with ACWD during design of modifications 
to the water distribution system to ensure that impacts to ACWD’s operations are minimized. 


Consultation with appropriate staff in the engineering design process is necessary to 
minimize any potential conflicts resulting from implementation of the WSX Alternative. 
Scheduling of BART construction should account for sufficient lead-time required for the 
involvement of utility staff. 


Electrical Power and Natural Gas 

PG&E has established strict regulations regarding the possible disturbances of its electrical 
facilities and gas pipelines for construction purposes. The construction staging process of the 
WSX Alternative will account for access to the PG&E right-of-way for emergency purposes, 
maintenance repairs, and future improvements. The exact location of the gas pipeline 
crossings will be ascertained prior to doing any work in the area, and this effort will be 
coordinated with PG&E staff. 


Sewer Line 

Interim sewer lines and/or drainage should be provided to avoid flooding if any change or 
improvement to the existing system proves necessary. Work on the sewer systems will be 
scheduled to avoid periods of peak flow. It is essential that the construction staging process 
of the BART project account for access to the sewer right-of-way for emergency purposes, 
maintenance repairs, and future improvements. 


The Union Sanitary District has a policy that will not allow sewerage-lift stations, which may 
result from the relocation of pipelines associated with the BART improvements. Therefore, 
design of all relocated sewer lines would be coordinated with the sanitary district. 


Communication Utilities 

The exact location and elevation of the cables and conduits will be determined prior to doing 
any work in the area, and this effort should be coordinated with the staff of all 
aforementioned communication utilities parties. This coordination also will take place prior 
to placing any new utility, landscape vegetation, and fencing. As previously mentioned, the 
relocation or adjustment of existing lines may prove necessary to maintain proper clearances. 
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The construction staging process of the WSX Alternative will account for access for 
emergency purposes, maintenance repairs, and future improvements. 


The complicated transfer of customers data line required as a result of the relocation of the 
fiber optic communication systems is expected to have longer lead times than other utilities. 
Existing agreements with fiber optic companies will enable BART to include sufficient lead- 
time in the master project schedule to avoid conflicts. 


Petroleum Pipelines 

Plans for grading near petroleum pipelines should be reviewed by authorized Kinder Morgan 
and Chevron Pipeline personnel to avoid damage to their pipelines. Kinder Morgan and 
Chevron Pipeline have established guidelines regarding the possible disturbances of their 
pipelines for construction purposes. The exact location of their pipelines will be ascertained 
prior to doing any work in the area, and this effort should be coordinated with Kinder 
Morgan and Chevron Pipeline staff. This coordination also will take place prior to placing 
any new utility lines, landscape vegetation, and fencing. As previously mentioned, the 
relocation or grade adjustment of existing pipelines may prove necessary to maintain proper 
clearances. Coordination with Kinder Morgan and Chevron Pipeline during the engineering 
design process will minimize potential impacts and lay the basis for a future agreement 
regarding any potential conflict. 


Emergency access will be provided before and after construction of the WSX Alternative. 


Water 

At BART alignment crossing locations, the relocation and adjustment of the grades of 
existing facilities may be necessary. Emergency access before and after construction of the 
WSX Alternative also will be provided. The placement of new BART track ballast, 
structures, or related improvements must have adequate clearance from existing facilities. 


During the final design of the WSX Alternative, BART will consider and coordinate 
construction with the future upgrades of the existing water systems. 


Storm Drain 

At crossing locations the relocation and adjustment of existing drainage facilities may prove 
necessary. Upgrade of existing drainage systems may be considered in order to maintain 
existing drainage patterns after completion of the BART construction. 


Interim drainage can be provided to avoid flooding if any changes or improvements to the 
existing systems prove necessary. Construction in the potentially affected areas should be 
done in the dry months to limit the demand on the interim drainage systems. 


Emergency access before and after construction of the WSX Alternative also will be 
provided. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in the need for no relocation or 
adjustments in utilities and public services. 
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Impacts Related to the Optional Irvington Station 


As of this EIS, the utilities in the Irvington Station area have not been profiled. If funding were 
identified for the Irvington Station, the same mitigation measures identified above would be applied 
and would suffice to avoid or minimize impacts. 
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Safety and Security 


4.17.1 Introduction 


This section describes the affected environment and impacts of the WSX Alternative with regard to 
safety and security. Specifically, this section discusses existing safety and security conditions and 
describes applicable regulations pertaining to safety and security. This section identifies safety and 
security issues, the types and magnitude of impacts that would occur during construction or operation 
of the WSX Alternative, and mitigation measures necessary to reduce impacts. 


4.17.2 Affected Environment 


4.17.2.1 Methodology for Assessment of Existing 
Conditions 
The following sources were used to compile information on current BART safety and security 


policies. 


= The BART System Safety Program Plan Revision No. 5 (San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit 
District 2002a). 


= The BART Emergency Plan (San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 2002b). 


= The BART web site, which includes discussions of the BART Police Department and ongoing 
security efforts (www.bart.gov). 


4.17.2.2 Existing Conditions 


BART System Safety Department 


The BART System Safety Department is responsible for ensuring that safety procedures are 
established and implemented and for monitoring safety performance. The System Safety Department 
is empowered to develop, implement, and administer a comprehensive and coordinated System 
Safety Program. The program emphasizes the preventive activities and responsibilities of each 
department in an effort to identify control and resolve hazards during the design, development, and 
operation of transit service. 
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The BART Systems Safety Program Plan (SSPP) defines technical and managerial safety activities 
and describes the System Safety Department’s organization, methods, procedures, documentation, 
and relationship with regulatory agencies and other departments. The SSPP complies with the 
requirements of the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) General Order 164, Rules and 
Regulations Governing State Safety Oversight of Rail Fixed Guideway Systems. The SSPP has the 
following goals. 


= Provide a safe, reliable, high quality, and economical transportation service to the San Francisco 
Bay Area community. 


= Eliminate, minimize, and/or control safety hazards and risks. 
= Ensure compliance with safety, health, and environmental laws, regulations, and codes. 
= = Maintain a high level of ability to respond to emergency/disaster conditions. 


= Establish requirements, lines of authority, levels of responsibility, and accountability for 
implementation of the System Safety Program within the organization. 


BART Safety and Security Certification Plan 


One of the major activities under the SSPP is the development and implementation of a Safety and 
Security Certification Program for design and construction of projects. FTA guidelines provide that 
certification addresses not only the conditions that could result in unintentional harm (safety), but 
intentional harm (security) as well. Furthermore, the CPUC, under General Order 164C requires the 
preparation of a Safety Certification Plan during the preliminary engineering phase. The purpose of 
the Safety and Security Certification Plan is to ensure that the design, construction, and installation of 
equipment are systematically reviewed for compliance with safety and security requirements and to 
verify safe operational readiness of the system prior to the commencement of revenue service (San 
Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 2004a). 


Throughout the system, BART stations are designed to meet safety and security criteria. The public 
areas and parking lots of BART stations are typically well illuminated, and are designed to avoid 
creating dark or remote passageways and areas that cannot be readily viewed or patrolled. Stations 
are attended by BART personnel, patrolled by BART police, and are kept clean and free of graffiti. 
Public access to BART facilities and rights-of-way other than stations and parking areas are strictly 
controlled. These non-public areas within the BART system, including the electrified rail alignment, 
train yard, and maintenance facilities, are securely fenced or are located on aerial structures or in 
subways that are inaccessible to the public. Wherever the alignment is at grade, warning signs are 
posted on the security fences adjacent to the tracks to deter trespassing and to warn the public of the 
dangers of entering the track area containing the electrified third rail. 


BART Police Department 


The BART police department consists of 284 police personnel, of which 204 are sworn peace 
officers. The balance of the workforce consists of community service assistants, communications 
and 9-1-1 dispatchers, revenue protection guards, clerical staff, and supervisors. The BART Police 
Department provides the full range of law enforcement services. The department also includes a 
bicycle patrol unit, a police canine unit, and a special problems and rescue team. To prepare for 
major emergencies, critical incidents, and tactical call-outs, the department participates in mutual aid 
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agreements with nearby jurisdictions in the Bay Area. Mutual aid allows the BART police officers to 
work with police officers and emergency responders from other districts so that they can provide to 
or receive assistance from these jurisdictions in the event of a major emergency or critical incident. 
In addition, select officers receive training in special weapons and tactics, emergency rescues, crowd 
management, and crisis negotiations. BART maintains police facilities and field offices at the 
Oakland, Concord, Walnut Creek, El Cerrito, Dublin/Pleasanton, Castro Valley, San Leandro, 
Hayward, San Francisco, Daly City, Colma, SFO, and San Bruno stations. 


Crime-prevention programs include BART Against Auto Theft, Truancy Reduction Intervention 
Program, and Together Against Graffiti. The Police Department’s goal is to build a more 
community-oriented police force that is focused on crime prevention and emphasizes customer 
service. Zone commanders and their personnel are forming working partnerships with BART riders, 
fellow employees, community groups, schools, and business owners. 


Since the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks, BART has begun implementing the following 
additional security measures. 


= Enhancing the presence of uniformed personnel. 
= Installing alarms and surveillance systems at key facilities. 
= Providing training to employees on emergency preparedness and terrorism. 


= Educating and reminding employees and riders to be more vigilant and aware of their 
surroundings. 


= Conducting background checks on prospective employees, contractors, and vendors. 


Fire Suppression 


Local fire departments are the primary responders in the event of fire on the BART system, and 
would assume overall command of any fire scene in close liaison with the BART Operations Control 
Center (OCC). The WSX Alternative is located wholly within the City of Fremont. The City of 
Fremont Fire Department would respond to a fire on the system or right-of-way within the city. The 
Fremont Fire Department currently operates 10 fire stations staffed with 13 companies of firefighters. 


4.17.3 Regulatory Setting 


4.17.3.1 Federal 
49 Code of Federal Regulations 659, State Safety Oversight Rule 


The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) created a state-managed oversight program for rail transit 
safety and security. The program is applicable to all states that have within their boundaries a fixed 
guideway rail system not regulated by the Federal Railroad Administration. The rule requires that 
transit agencies address the personal security of their passengers and employees by preparing a 
system safety program plan conforming to the CPUC’s system safety program standard. 
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Federal Transit Administration Security Initiatives 


Since September 11th, 2001, FTA has undertaken a series of major steps to help prepare the transit 
industry to counter terrorist threats. FTA has provided direct assistance to transit agencies through 
on-site readiness assessments, technical assistance teams, regional forums for emergency responders, 
grants for drills, training, and accelerating technology and research projects. 


FTA has developed a National Transit Response Model that supports the initiatives of the U.S. 
Department of Homeland Security (DHS). The plan is a guide for the FTA’s response to the DHS 
Homeland Security Advisory System (HSAS). The Transit Threat Level Response 
Recommendation, in turn, provides guidance to the U.S. transit industry in responding to the various 
DHS threat level designations. The plan establishes a consistent and coordinated transit response to 
potential threats in the interest of protecting transit passengers, employees, and infrastructure, and of 
supporting community emergency response efforts. 


FTA has developed a list of Security Program Action Items for transit agencies that are the most 
important elements transit agencies should incorporate into their System Security Program Plans. 
These top 20 items are based on good security practices identified through FTA’s Security 
Assessments and Technical Assistance provided to the largest transit agencies. FTA is working with 
transit agencies such as BART to encourage them to incorporate these practices into their system 
safety programs. 


In addition to the police programs already discussed, BART has responded to the FTA security 
initiatives in other ways, including the ones listed below. 


= Providing extensive training to all BART frontline employees on how to react to emergencies 
and providing new information to these employees regularly. 


=" Working with many outside agencies to perform security drills and identify latest detection 
devices for various chemical or biological agents. 


= Undertaking a program to involve BART riders in security and anti-terrorism initiatives. The 
Eyes & Ears campaign has recently been launched to alert BART customers to unattended bags 
and suspicious behavior. The program includes the use of rider awareness ads, large signs, and 
posters to provide passengers with instructions for identifying and reporting suspicious items or 
behavior. Information regarding the Eyes & Ears program is available through BART’s web site 
(www.bart.gov/guide/overview/yoursafety.asp). The web site also provides passengers with 
information about personal security when riding BART or traveling to and from BART stations, 
garages, and parking areas (San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 2004b). 


4.17.3.2 State 


California Public Utilities Commission 


BART is one of six major rail transit systems in the state over which the CPUC has regulatory and 
safety oversight. CPUC’s authority over transit agencies is based in state law and delegated by FTA 
through CFR 49, part 659. The primary regulation governing BART service is CPUC’s General 
Order No. 164-C, which sets forth regulations governing state safety oversight of rail fixed guideway 
systems (California Public Utilities Commission 2003). 
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The Rail Transit Safety Section is responsible for overseeing the safety of public transit guideways. 
The Commission's program ensures that transit agencies have and follow system safety programs that 
integrate safety in all facets of transit system operations. Every 3 years staff members audit the 
transit agencies on the agencies’ adherence to the system safety programs. Section staff members 
also review the design of new systems and system extensions, work with transit agencies to mitigate 
safety hazards, inspect construction to ensure conformance with applicable standards, and audit the 
safety certification practices of transit systems. Staff members oversee the safety of operations, 
including accident investigations and resolution of safety-related complaints 


The purpose of the Rail Transit Safety program and its implementing regulations is to establish safety 
requirements governing the design, construction, operation, and maintenance of rail transit systems in 
California. The safety and security of patrons, employees, and the public is of primary importance in 
the application of these regulations. 


4.17.3.3 Local 


BART Emergency Plan 


The BART Emergency Plan establishes standard operating policies and procedures that would be 
implemented by BART and other public safety agencies during an emergency that may occur within 
the BART system. The plan defines an emergency as any incident threatening life safety or causing 
damage that threatens life safety on or in any BART facility or right-of-way, or adjacent to the 
system. The plan applies to all BART personnel and is also used by outside public agencies such as 
local police and fire departments. The plan would be implemented through BART’s OCC when an 
emergency occurs, and would supersede all other plans, rules, and procedures that conflict. BART 
also has a Terrorism Response Plan, which is maintained by the BART Police Department. 


BART System Safety Program Plan 


As described previously, the BART System Safety Department is responsible for developing, 
implementing and administering a System Safety Program. The program establishes safety goals and 
objectives, and defines the technical and managerial safety activities that fulfill those goals and 
objectives. The SSPP complies with the requirements of the CPUC’s General Order 164, Rules and 
Regulations Governing State Safety Oversight of Rail Fixed Guideway Systems. As noted previously, 
BART?’s System Safety Department is responsible for developing, implementing, and administering 
the System Safety Program. 


BART Safety and Security Certification Plan 


A project-specific Safety and Security Certification Plan would be developed for the WSX 
Alternative as required by the SSPP. The Safety and Security Certification Plan would outline the 
process, responsibilities, documentation, and procedures necessary for certification of the WSX 
extension. The plan would provide a list of project-specific elements. BART, through the project 
team, would be responsible for self-certifying the safety and security of the WSX and for providing 
evidence of safety and security certification to CPUC. BART would require certificates of 
conformance and supporting documentation (checklists, test results, etc.) from the contractor and 
others responsible for ensuring that the project achieves identified safety and security requirements. 
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When all system elements are certified, BART would issue safety and security certification 
documentation to the CPUC. 


4.17.4 Environmental Consequences and 
Mitigation Measures 


4.17.4.1 Methodology for Analysis of Environmental 
Consequences 


The analysis of effects related to safety and security was based on a qualitative assessment of 
whether BART and cooperating public safety agencies would provide adequate coverage and 
response necessary for the WSX Alternative to comply with federal, state, and local safety 
regulations pertaining to system operations and passenger security. An evaluation of whether these 
conditions would be restricted by particular facilities, features, or aspects of service is also provided. 
Mitigation measures are included to minimize those effects identified as adverse effects. 


4.17.4.2 Alternative-Specific Environmental Analysis 


Impacts Related to Operation of the WSX Alternative 


Impact SS-1—Impacts on local community safety services. 


WSX Alternative. The WSX Alternative is not expected to affect demand for local police 
protection, fire protection, or community services. 


The contractor would provide public and project security during construction. During operation of 
the WSX Alternative, BART police officers would provide for security in station areas, and the 
BART police would increase the number of police beats required to patrol the new facilities. The 
presence of BART police and other personnel would serve to deter and reduce the amount of 
criminal activity at stations. The WSX Alternative would not require increased staffing for local 
police within the City of Fremont to serve BART property. BART police services will respond to 
crime immediately related to BART patrons and on BART property. 


The WSX Alternative is located wholly within the City of Fremont. Fremont Fire Department 
includes 10 local fire stations, and the department serves as the first responder in the event of a fire 
on the BART System. With 10 local fire stations, the Fremont Fire Department would provide 
sufficient coverage in the event of a BART fire. The Fremont Fire Fighters would assume overall 
command of any fire scene in close liaison with BART’s Operations Control Center. In addition to 
fire suppression, the Fire Department is also the first response agency for medical treatment in the 
community. 


There would be no adverse effect on local community safety services. Nevertheless, the following 
mitigation measures would minimize the possibility for increased demand on such services, 
particularly the Fremont Fire Department. 


Mitigation Measure SS-1—Coordination with the Fremont Fire Department. The 
potential addition of subways and depressed sections along the alignment in the City of 
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Fremont would require emergency preparation work with the Fremont Fire Department. 
BART will provide additional training and coordination with the Fremont Fire Department, 
as necessary. The Fremont Fire Department would also be given the opportunity to comment 
on the engineering plans for the WSX Alternative as they are developed. BART’s Safety 
engineers would review the fire department’s recommendation for design modification that 
would further BART’s system safety goals. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would have no effect on community safety 
services. 


Impact SS-2—Inadequate lighting or visual obstructions at stations and park-and-ride lots. 


WSX Alternative. BART’s SSPP provides systematic procedures for the identification, elimination, 
and control of hazards in new facilities by building safety into the design through adherence to 
applicable codes and standards, the use of sound engineering codes, and the implementation of a 
detailed safety certification program. As described in the Safety and Security Certification Plan, 
BART?’s Fire/Life Safety Committee helps to eliminate or minimize fire/life safety and security 
hazards at the design, construction, testing, and start-up phases of the project. In addition, the 
committee assists in the development of plans to protect customers, employees, emergency response 
personnel, and property from injury or damage, whether accidental or intentional (San Francisco Bay 
Area Rapid Transit District 2004a). With these processes in place, new BART stations will be 
designed to meet safety and security criteria, including adequate lighting, minimal landscaping in 
outlying or secluded areas, and the avoidance of poorly lit, visually obscured public waiting areas. 


The new station facilities along the WSX Alternative alignment, including the enhanced Fremont 
station and the new Warm Springs Station would create activity centers with increased pedestrian 
activity, auto and bus drop-offs and loadings, and park-and-ride traffic. Similar to other public 
facilities, transit facilities such as trains, buses, stations, or park-and-ride lots may be potential targets 
for crime. The most common type of crime at such facilities is vandalism, including the defacement 
of property with graffiti. Automobile vandalism and theft from vehicles left in park-and-ride lots 
also occasionally occurs. Finally, more serious crimes, such as robbery and assault, are rarely 
committed at such facilities. This impact is considered adverse. The following mitigation measures 
would minimize this effect. 


Mitigation Measure SS-2(a)—Implement safety and security criteria to deter crime. A 
Safety and Security Certification Plan will be implemented for the WSX to ensure that the 
design, construction, and installation of equipment are systematically reviewed for 
compliance with safety and security requirements prior to revenue operations. 


BART will design and operate the WSX Alternative in accordance with applicable CPUC 
regulations to minimize the frequency and severity of criminal activities. 


Mitigation Measure SS-2(b)—Use cameras, and security patrols to enhance safety. 
BART stations, park-and-ride lots, and train cars will be equipped with video-surveillance 
recording systems to further enhance security. BART will extend coverage provided by the 
regular BART Police Department to new train operations and will patrol all facilities on a 
regular basis to maintain customer security. 


No-Build Alternative. Inadequate lighting or visual obstructions at park-and-ride lots would not 
occur as a result of implementation of the No-Build Alternative. 
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Impacts Related to Construction of the WSX Alternative 


Impact SS-3—Safety of workers and work sites during construction. 


WSX Alternative. Construction of the WSX Alternative could have temporary adverse impacts on 
public safety and security. During the construction phase, safety hazards to motorists, pedestrians, 
and bicyclists could increase because of the number and proximity of vehicles and people adjacent to 
the construction of facilities and right-of-way improvements. This would be an adverse impact. 


Mitigation Measure SS-3—Implement safety rules, procedures and policies to protect 
workers and work sites during construction. The contractor is responsible for the safety 
of the work site, work personnel, and maintaining California Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration (Cal-OSHA) work practices during construction. The WSX Alternative 
project management would ensure that the contractor implements actions to insure the safety 
of workers and work sites during construction. The project management is responsible for 
general plan review, construction site inspection, review, and approval of the contractor’s 
safety plan, and compliance with the BART Operating Rules & Procedures Manual. 
Potential safety and security impacts during the construction period would be addressed 
through compliance with federal Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA), 
state (Cal-OSHA), and BART policies that provide for protection of workers and site visitors. 
The contractor would be responsible for ensuring the security of construction equipment and 
materials in the field during construction. 


No-Build Alternative. There would be no safety-related impacts to workers or others as a result of 


the No- 


Build Alternative. 


Impacts Related to the Optional Irvington Station 


The adverse effects and mitigation measures for the operation and construction of the Optional 
Irvington Station would be similar to those identified for the WSX Alternative. 
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Environmental Justice 


4.18.1 Introduction 


This section describes the requirements of Executive Order (EO) 12898, Federal Actions to Address 
Environmental Justice in Minority and Low-Income Populations (1994), as they relate to the WSX 
Alternative, and documents how the WSX Alternative complies with the EO. 


4.18.2 Affected Environment 


4.18.2.1 Methodology for Assessment of Existing 
Conditions 


EO 12898, signed by President Clinton on February 11, 1994, states that “([t]o the greatest extent 
practicable and permitted by law...each Federal agency shall make achieving environmental justice 
part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse 
human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority 
populations and low-income populations....”» According to the pertinent guidance materials 
described below, the term minority includes persons who identify themselves in whole or in part as 
black, Asian/Pacific Islander, Native American, or Hispanic, and the term /ow-income includes 
persons whose household income is at or below the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 
(HHS) poverty guidelines. A different income threshold (e.g., U.S. Census Bureau poverty 
threshold) may be used providing it is not selectively implemented and is inclusive of all persons at 
or below the HHS poverty guidelines. (See Council on Environmental Quality, Environmental 
Justice: Guidance under the National Environmental Policy Act 25 [December 10, 1997] [CEQ 
Guidance] and U.S. Department of Transportation web site: Environmental Justice 
[http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/ejustice/facts/index.htm#legislation].) 


The 1999 HHS poverty guideline for an individual was $8,240 and was $16,700 for a family of four. 
However, the HHS poverty guidelines web site (http://aspe.os.dhhs.gov/poverty/figures-fed- 
reg.shtml) notes that “1999 and 2000 poverty guidelines figures should NOT be used in connection 
with determining poverty population figures from 2000 Decennial Census data. Poverty population 
figures are calculated using the Census Bureau poverty thresholds, not the poverty guidelines.” 
Accordingly, this environmental justice analysis relies upon the 1999 Census Bureau poverty 
threshold, which was $8,501 for an individual and $17,029 for a family of four. 
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To identify minority and low-income population groups for purposes of this environmental justice 
assessment, a study area has been defined that encompasses those census tracts from the 2000 U.S. 
Census of Population and Housing (U.S. Census Bureau 2000) (hereinafter “2000 Census”) that are 
located within 0.5 mile of the WSX Alternative alignment (Figure 4.18-1). Demographic data were 
reviewed from the 2000 Census detailing the race/ethnicity and economic characteristics of the 
population in the environmental justice study area. For contextual purposes, the same demographic 
data were examined for the County of Alameda and the City of Fremont. In addition, a field survey 
of the study area was conducted. 


4.18.2.2 Existing Conditions 


Race and ethnicity data for the study area population and the county and city comparison areas are 
outlined in Table 4.18-1. These data indicate that the racial/ethnic composition of the population in 
the study area (i.e., the aggregate of all the census tracts) is not substantially different from that of 
either the surrounding county or city. Like in the county and city, minority population groups 
comprise the majority of the population in the study area (i.e., 62%). No one group, however, forms 
a majority. One noticeable deviation in the data on racial and ethnic distribution is the considerably 
larger proportion of Asian persons in both the city and the study area (1.e., 37% and 41%, 
respectively) than in the county (i.e., 20%). In addition, the proportion of Black/African American 
persons in the city and the study area (i.e., 3% for both) is much lower than in the county (i.e., 15%). 
Although the proportion of Hispanic/Latino persons in the overall study area (1.e., 12%) is about the 
same as in the city (i.e., 13%) and the county (i.e., 19%), several individual census tracts in the study 
area include notably larger proportions of this group (1.e., tracts 4419.21, 4430.01, and 4430.02). 


Income and poverty status data for the study area population and the county and city comparison 
areas are detailed in Table 4.18-2. These data show that the per capita income for persons in the 
aggregated study area census tracts (i.e., $30,692) is slightly higher than in the county (i.e., $26,680) 
and about the same as in the city (1.e., $31,411). The proportion of persons in the study area whose 
income in 1999 was below the Census Bureau poverty threshold was the same as in the surrounding 
city (1.e., 5%) and about half of what was reported for the county (i.e., 11%). 


A field survey confirmed that the study area is a developed, primarily residential area with no 
obvious indicators of an environmental justice population (e.g., businesses or services for a particular 
minority population group). 
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Table 4.18-2. Population Characteristics — Income/Poverty Status (2000) 


Income Below Poverty Level (1999) 


Per Capita 
Area Income Number of Households _ Percentage of Population 
Alameda County $26,680 156,804 11.04% 
City of Fremont $31,411 10,915 5.40% 
Project Study Area Census Tracts (CT) $30,692 4,690 5.39% 
CT 4415.03 $35,664 333 3.09% 
CT 4418 $29,465 294 4.52% 
CT 4419.01 $35,265 606 5.33% 
CT 4419.21 $23,785 103 3.41% 
CT 4419.22 $25,433 870 11.17% 
CT 4419.23 $25,140 488 9.87% 
CT 4421 $34,613 49 0.96% 
CT 4422 $31,063 242 3.73% 
CT 4423 $26,684 842 10.56% 
CT 4430.01 $21,014 112 3.65% 
CT 4430.02 $23,852 288 4.90% 
CT 4431.0 $41,220 376 4.04% 
CT 4431.02 $45,802 87 1.79% 


Source: U.S. Census of Population and Housing, Summary File 3 (U.S. Census Bureau 2000) 


4.18.3 Regulatory Setting 
4.18.3.1 Executive Order 12898 


As noted above, the requirement to assess environmental justice considerations related to the 

WSX Alternative arises out of EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in 
Minority and Low-Income Populations, signed by President Clinton on February 11, 1994. The EO 
states that “([t]o the greatest extent practicable and permitted by law...each Federal agency shall 
make achieving environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as 
appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its 
programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income populations....” A 
presidential Memorandum accompanying the EO directs federal agencies to provide opportunities for 
community input in the NEPA process. 


4.18.3.2 USDOT Order 5610.2 


In accordance with EO 12898, the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) released DOT Order 
5610.2 (April 15, 1997). This order documents the DOT’s commitment to integrating environmental 
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justice considerations into all of its programs, policies, and activities. The order outlines minimum 
requirements to identify and avoid potential disproportionately high and adverse effects on 
environmental justice populations. Additionally, the order establishes certain steps to be taken to 
avoid or minimize disproportionately high and adverse effects through project alternatives, 
mitigation measures, and project enhancements. 


4.18.3.3 Joint FTA/FHWA Guidance 


As part of the “One DOT” initiative, FTA and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) have 
issued joint informal guidance on environmental justice on their web site. This material provides an 
overview and history, case studies, effective practices, and resources related to environmental justice 
in transportation planning, programs, and projects. 


4.18.3.4 FHWA Order 6640.23 


Pursuant to EO 12898 and DOT Order 5610.2, FHWA issued Order 6640.23 to define its 
environmental policies and procedures. Because FTA has not issued any policies or procedures of its 
own in this area, but taking into consideration the “One DOT” initiative, the guidance provided in the 
FHWA order provides a useful reference, but not a mandatory requirement, with respect to FTA 
programs, policies, and activities. 


4.18.3.5 FHWA Western Resource Center Interim Guidance 


The FHWA Western Resource Center issued a document in 1999 entitled “Interim Guidance — 
Addressing Environmental Justice in the Environmental Assessment (EA)/Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS).” This guidance provides a recommended methodology for addressing 
environmental justice in NEPA documentation. Like FHWA Order 6640.23 above, this material 
cannot be considered compulsory with respect to FTA programs, policies, and activities. 


4.18.3.6 Title VI — Civil Rights Act of 1964 


Title VI declares it to be the policy of the United States that discrimination on the grounds of race, 
color, or national origin shall not occur in connection with programs and activities receiving federal 
financial assistance, and authorizes and directs the involved federal departments and agencies to take 
action to carry out this policy. Title VI prohibits discrimination whether intentional or where the 
unintended effect is unduly burdensome. Unlike EO 12898, the protections of Title VI are afforded 
to minority population groups but not low-income population groups. 


4.18.4 Environmental Consequences 


4.18.4.1 Methodology for Analysis of Environmental 
Consequences 


Consistent with the guidance described above, the following environmental justice analysis for the 
WSX Alternative describes: (1) the existing population and the presence of minority and low-income 
population groups in the study area; (2) potential adverse effects on the overall study area population; 
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(3) potential disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority and low-income population 
groups; and (4) community outreach and public involvement efforts. 


4.18.4.2 Alternative-Specific Environmental Analysis 


Population Characteristics 


As the summary of demographic data in Section 4.18.2.2 shows, minority population groups are 
present in the study area, and are a majority of the entire population (i.e., 62%). The Asian 
population is the largest of any group in the study area, at 41% of the total population, and is 
substantially larger in relative proportion in the study area than in the surrounding county. 
Additionally, as noted above, there are concentrations of Hispanic/Latino persons in three of the 13 
study area census tracts that exceed the proportion of this group in the overall study area as a whole, 
as well as in the city and county. Accordingly, given the presence of minority population groups in 
the study area, an evaluation of potential environmental justice issues is warranted. 


The demographic data suggest that the study area population does not include either concentrated or 
dispersed low-income population groups. The proportions of low-income persons in all of the 13 
individual census tracts in the study area are at or well below the proportion of low-income persons 
in the city and county. While the relatively small size of the low-income population in the study area 
compared to the surrounding city and county does not eliminate potential environmental justice 
concerns, it does suggest that the likelihood of disproportionately high adverse effects on this group 
may be lower than in areas where the low-income population is larger overall or is concentrated in 
small “pockets.” 


Environmental Effects on General Population 


Adverse Effects 


WSX Alternative. The technical analyses conducted as part of the NEPA and CEQA processes 
have determined that the WSX Alternative would result in adverse effects prior to mitigation in the 
areas of transportation, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology, soils, geology, and seismicity, 
biological resources, wetlands, land use and planning, population, economics, and housing, 
aesthetics, cultural resources, noise and vibration, air quality, energy, safety and security, parks and 
recreation, and utilities and public services. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in none of these adverse effects. 


Unavoidable Adverse Effects 


For the resource areas above where adverse effects have been identified, mitigation measures have 
been proposed to avoid or minimize the adverse effects. In most cases, the adverse effects would be 
substantially reduced after implementation of these measures. In some instances, however, some 
degree of adverse effect would remain even after mitigation measures are employed. These residual, 
unavoidable adverse effects are listed below. 


= Impacts TRN-4, TRN-8, and TRN-11—Change in V/C and LOS at the intersection of Osgood 
road/Durham Road/Auto Mall Parkway (WSX Alternative, and with optional Irvington Station). 
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= Impacts TRN-7, TRN-14, TRN-19, and TRN-Cume-6—Change in V/C and LOS at the 
intersection of Mission Boulevard/Warm Springs Boulevard (WSX Alternative, and with 
optional Irvington Station). 


= Impacts TRN-20 and TRN-21—Change in LOS on northbound I-880 just south of Mission 
Boulevard (WSX Alternative, and with optional Irvington Station). 


= Impacts BIO-Cume-2 and BIO-Cume-5—Potential for loss of ruderal forb-grassland habitat 
(WSX Alternative, and with optional Irvington Station). 


= Impact BIO-Cume-3—Potential to contribute to cumulative regional impacts on the Western 
Burrowing Owl. 


= Impact A-5—Potential visual impacts due to sound walls. 


= Impacts E-3, E-7, and E-Cume-2— Effects on peak- and base-period electricity demand (WSX 
Alternative, and with optional Irvington Station). 


Off-Setting Environmental Benefits 


WSX Alternative. Along with the adverse effects that would result from the WSX Alternative, 
certain environmental benefits would also result in the areas of transportation, land use, air quality, 
and energy. The environmental benefits of the WSX Alternative are summarized below. 


Transportation. As discussed in section 4.2 Transportation, the WSX Alternative would have 
beneficial effects on transportation by enhancing transit opportunities within the project area. For 
instance, extension of the WSX Alternative would improve access to jobs and ease commute times 
for residents in the Warm Springs and Irvington areas. The Warm Springs Station design also allows 
for a future access to the west side of the station area and direct access to the NUMMI plant, one of 
the largest employers in Alameda County. The WSX Alternative would relieve overall traffic 
congestion to some degree. The WSX Alternative would result in an increase in new transit trips, 
particularly for trips destined for, originating in, or passing through southern Alameda County. 
Transit person trips would increase with the WSX Alternative in comparison to the No-Build 
Alternative in both 2010 and 2025. The WSX Alternative would increase new transit ridership by 
4,700 daily trips in 2010 and 7,200 daily trips in 2025. The optional Irvington Station would 
increase new transit ridership to a total of 5,700 and 9,100 daily trips in 2010 and 2025, respectively. 
This increase in transit trips indicates a shift in use from automobile to transit. No changes to 
existing bus schedules or bus rates for local residents are anticipated. 


Land Use. As discussed in Section 4.8, Land Use, through its Strategic Plan and System Expansion 
Criteria, BART encourages intensification of land uses surrounding BART facilities to enhance 
increased transit opportunities and ridership. Land use intensification surrounding the proposed 
Warm Springs Station and optional Irvington Station sites is not part of the WSX Alternative. 

Rather, land use intensification through transit-oriented development and access planning 
surrounding future station sites would be addressed through a comprehensive community-based 
process to be undertaken by the City of Fremont in coordination with BART and other stakeholders. 
To the extent that the WSX Alternative does successfully encourage development, a beneficial effect 
would result, maximizing opportunities to foster “smart growth” in the vicinity of the proposed future 
station sites. 
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Air Quality. As discussed in Section 4.14, Air Quality, a reduction in the emission of reactive 
organic gases, oxides of nitrogen, and particulate matter <10 microns in diameter from mobile 
sources during project operation would result in regional air quality benefits. Such benefits would 
result from decreases in auto and bus vehicle miles traveled (VMTs) compared to baseline conditions 
without the WSX Alternative. Implementation of the WSX Alternative also would reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions. In addition, the WSX Alternative would reduce toxic air contaminants 
because such emissions are directly correlated with VMT. These three air quality benefits would be 
augmented if the optional Irvington Station were constructed, due to the additional riders related to 
the Irvington Station. 


Energy. As discussed in Section 4.15, Energy, the WSX Alternative would result in an overall 
decrease in Bay Area transportation energy consumption in 2010 and 2025 compared to conditions 
without the WSX Alternative. The decrease in energy consumption would result from a project- 
related decrease in annual automobile and bus VMT. This decrease in VMT would translate into 
gains in energy efficiency, which would be a net benefit. The net energy benefit would be 
augmented if the optional Irvington Station were constructed, due to the additional riders related to 
the Irvington Station. 


No-Build Alternative. These benefits would not result from the No-Build Alternative. 


Environmental Effects on Minority and Low-Income Populations 


Taking into consideration the efforts to avoid and minimize adverse environmental effects that have 
occurred during the project planning and alternatives development process, the mitigation measures 
that have been proposed to avoid and minimize adverse environmental effects resulting from the 
WSX Alternative, and the potential benefits from the WSX Alternative that would accrue to the 
community, environmental justice considerations require an assessment of whether the effects of the 
WSX Alternative on minority and low-income groups could be considered disproportionately high 
and adverse. 


Pursuant to DOT Order 5610.2, a determination of whether the effects of the WSX Alternative are 
disproportionately high and adverse depends on whether (1) the effects of the WSX Alternative are 
predominately borne by a minority or low-income population, or (2) the effects of the WSX 
Alternative are appreciably more severe or greater in magnitude on minority or low-income 
populations compared to the effects on non-minority or non-low-income populations. The following 
discussion describes how these factors apply to the WSX Alternative. 


With regard to the first factor, other than beneficial regional air quality and transportation effects, the 
impacts of the WSX Alternative would tend to be limited to the immediate project area and its 
population. As the demographic data show, this population includes a majority of minority residents. 
In this regard, it could be argued that the effects of the WSX Alternative are substantially borne by a 
minority population. However, the WSX Alternative involves an extension to an existing 
transportation facility that has shared its location with the diverse regional and local population for 
many years. Like the existing transit system to which it would join, the WSX Alternative and the 
effects associated with it bear no particular relationship to the demographic characteristics of the 
surrounding area, except to the extent that efforts have been made to identify and meet the needs of 
transit-dependent persons in the area, while also avoiding or minimizing adverse environmental and 
human health effects on the community. Additionally, since the “majority minority” character of the 
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study area is not unlike that of the surrounding county and the Bay Area generally, both adverse and 
beneficial effects would be experienced by minority population groups. 


Under the second factor, the adverse effects of the WSX Alternative would not be appreciably more 
severe or greater in magnitude on minority or low-income populations than they would be on the 
population as a whole. As noted above, most adverse effects would be satisfactorily avoided or 
minimized through the implementation of mitigation measures. Because there has been no evidence 
to suggest that the efficacy of these measures would differ with respect to different population 
groups, the net result would be the same for all population groups for these resource areas. The 
adverse effects that have been identified as unavoidable even after implementation of mitigation 
would also not be appreciably more severe or greater in magnitude on minority or low-income 
populations because they would not be markedly different in relative character, duration, or 
likelihood with respect to any population group. These are all adverse effects common to similar 
types of public works efforts in any of the diverse communities of the Bay Area. As annoying or 
disruptive as these unavoidable adverse effects might be, they are best characterized as an 
unpleasant, yet inescapable consequence for all persons and all population groups living and working 
in a growing urbanized area. 


Additionally, and of equal importance, the WSX Alternative would result in important benefits that 
would offset to a considerable extent any disproportionate and adverse effects, and would add 
balance to the net environmental conditions for all population groups after project implementation. 
DOT Order 5610.2 provides: 


In making determinations regarding disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority 
and low-income populations, mitigation and enhancements measures that will be taken and 
all offsetting benefits to the affected minority and low-income populations may be taken into 
account, as well as the design, comparative impacts, and the relevant number of similar 
existing system elements in non-minority and non-low-income areas. 


Id. at Section 8(b) (emphasis added). See also id. at Section 7(c)(2), allowing avoidance of 
disproportionate and adverse impacts by “providing offsetting benefits and opportunities to 
enhance communities, neighborhoods, and individuals affected by DOT programs, policies 
and activities.” 


Substantial offsetting benefits of the WSX Alternative exist that will accrue to the affected 
population consistent with the above explanation of “offsetting environmental benefits.” Offsetting 
benefits for the minority and low-income populations in the study area include improved public 
transportation service to increase mobility, improved environmental quality in terms of both regional 
energy savings and displacement of air polluting auto trips, consistency with adjacent land uses and 
planned development, provision of transportation services that make efficient and effective use of 
financial resources, provision of increased and inter-modal transportation services equitably to all 
population segments, and project design to accommodate future transit-oriented development. These 
offsetting benefits separately support the conclusion that the WSX Alternative would not result in 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects on minority or low- 
income population groups. 


Accordingly, since the net adverse effects of the WSX Alternative would neither (1) be 
predominately borne by a minority or low-income population nor (2) be appreciably more severe or 
greater in magnitude on minority or low-income populations compared to the effects on non-minority 
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or non-low-income populations, the WSX Alternative would not result in disproportionately high and 
adverse human health or environmental effects on minority or low-income population groups. 


Community Outreach and Public Involvement 


The WSX Alternative is the culmination of two prior planning and environmental studies that 
included input from the public. Public participation for those efforts, as well as the public 
participation activities conducted in association with this EIS, are detailed in Chapter 8, where the 
following outreach and involvement activities are documented: 


BART and FTA have conducted a public information and outreach program for the Warm Springs 
Extension. The public outreach components of the outreach program have centered around the public 
scoping meeting and an extensive mailing list to reach stakeholders. Public outreach included mailings 
to residents and agencies, newspaper advertisements, press releases, web site updates, project updates, 
and general information materials. 


The public involvement program to date for the EIS is currently summarized in a scoping report. 
The summary report consists of various components, including an overview of the public 
involvement and comments received, public meeting conducted, and a summary of community 
outreach activities. Supporting documentation includes copies of the agency mailing list, press 
release, scoping meeting agenda, a blank comment card, meeting sign-in sheets, transcript of 
proceedings, direct mail notice, exhibits, and copies of letters received during the scoping period 


A public scoping meeting for the Warm Springs Extension was held April 28, 2004, at the Fremont 
Main Library in Fremont, California. During the public scoping meeting comments were solicited 
from attendees to help determine the scope of the EIS. A press release was prepared, and notices 
regarding the meeting were published beforehand in five local newspapers of general circulation (San 
Francisco Chronicle, Fremont Argus, Tri-Valley Herald, Contra Costa Times, and San Jose Mercury 
News). The notices announced the time, date, location, and purpose of the meeting. Invitations to 
the meeting were also distributed to an extensive mailing list of stakeholders throughout the City of 
Fremont, southern Alameda County, and northern Santa Clara County. 


The public scoping meeting was conducted in an informal open-house format. Self-guided exhibits 
were displayed describing the proposed project alignment, conceptual station layouts, and an 
overview of the environmental process. Attendees were invited to talk with representatives from 
BART and consultants. BART staff members were also available to answer questions about the 
WSX project, related projects, and general BART-related issues. A formal presentation followed the 
open-house session. A facilitated comment session allowed members of the public to provide verbal 
input. Interested parties also had the opportunity to provide comments by comment card, mail, or 
email. A scoping report summarizing all comments received during the scoping period was prepared 
and is available at the BART office at 300 Lakeshore Drive, 21st floor, Oakland, CA 94612. 


Additional outreach and involvement efforts are expected to continue as part of the ongoing 
environmental compliance and project development processes. BART has extensive experience 
working with diverse community and ethnic groups. BART Community Relations will work with the 
City of Fremont and the local Fremont community groups to identify how to best interact with and 
communicate with those local communities. In the past, BART has developed programs unique to 
affected communities that included communications and tools in languages other than English. 
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Disabled Consultation 

BART works with a disabled task force to investigate how to improve access to BART for that 
community. The task force meets with BART representatives on a regular basis and provides input 
on signage, circulation, station design, and other access issues. 


Native American Consultation 


As part of the cultural resources assessment for the WSX Alternative, Native American consultation 
was conducted through letters sent to the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) and to 
individual Native American contacts. In response, the NAHC indicated that a search of their sacred 
lands database did not identify sacred lands listed within the WSX Alternative area. Two responses 
were received from individual Native Americans who were contacted, one from Andrew Galvan and 
the other from Katherine Perez. Both are members of the Ohlone Tribe and are active in the Native 
American community and involved in Native American issues throughout the Bay Area. Native 
American consultation is expected to continue throughout the construction period of the WSX 
Alternative because the study area is sensitive and includes known cultural resources. 
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Chapter 5 
Other NEPA Considerations 


5.1 Introduction 


This chapter presents the cumulative and indirect impacts of the WSX Alternative and 

WSX Alternative with optional Irvington Station. Additionally, the required federal permits for the 
WSX Alternative are summarized and the relationship between the short-term uses of the 
environment and long-term productivity is discussed. Finally, the irreversible or irretrievable 
commitment of resources is described. 


5.2 Cumulative Effects 


The implementing regulations for NEPA, which are provided in the CEQ Regulations (40 CFR 
Sections 1500—1508) define cumulative effects as the combined effects of independent projects and 
the proposed action on the environment. Cumulative effects refer to those effects 


...that result from the incremental impact of a proposed action when added to other past, present 
and reasonably foreseeable future actions. Cumulative effects can result from individually minor 
but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time. (40 CFR 1508.7) 


5.2.1 Approach 


There are two approaches to identifying related past, present, and future actions and their impacts: 
the “list” approach, where actions are identified on an individual basis, and the “projection” 
approach, where the analysis of cumulative impacts is based on a summary of projections in an 
adopted general plan or related planning document. In this EIS, both approaches have been used. 
Projections resulting from transportation modeling have been incorporated into the analysis of 
cumulative impacts for the transportation, air quality, and energy resource areas. For all other 
resource areas, the list approach has been used. 


Table 5-1 on the following page identifies a list of approved, pending, and reasonably foreseeable 
potential developments within the City of Fremont that were included in this cumulative analysis. 
These projects were identified in consultation with city staff. The table also includes other 
reasonably foreseeable projects in the project area. For purposes of the cumulative analysis, the 
city’s grade separations project is also assumed. Figure 5-1 shows the location of the projects 
considered for purposes of cumulative impacts analysis. 
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The methodologies for analyzing cumulative impacts are discussed below under the separate 
resources sections. 


5.2.2 Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Project 


The cumulative analysis also includes the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor (SVRTC) project, 
which would extend BART service from BART’s proposed future terminus at Warm Springs through 
Milpitas, downtown San Jose and Santa Clara in Santa Clara County. The Santa Clara Valley 
Transportation Authority (VTA) has prepared a draft EIS/EIR to comply with NEPA and CEQA for 
the SVRTC project. FTA is the lead agency under NEPA, and VTA is the lead agency under CEQA. 
The VTA Board of Directors certified the Final EIR on December 9, 2004. VTA intends to prepare a 
Supplemental EIR and a revised Draft EIS on a modified SVRTC project. FTA has indicated that a 
Record of Decision (ROD) by FTA on the WSX project will need to precede a ROD on the SVRTC 
project. 


The SVRTC project is intended to address the growing need for transit to serve residents of the East 
Bay and beyond who work in Santa Clara County and Santa Clara County residents that work in the 
East Bay. Residential development in the East Bay coupled with significant job growth in the 
corridor cities has led to very high and increasing levels of traffic congestion on area freeways and 
roads. 


In November 2001, VTA completed a Major Investment Study (MIS) that identified the BART 
Extension project as the Preferred Investment Strategy for the proposed SVRTC. The Preferred 
Investment Strategy consists of an approximate 16.3-mile extension of the BART system. The 
extension would begin at the proposed Warm Springs Station, extend along the Union Pacific 
Railroad line through Milpitas and continue to near 28" and East Santa Clara streets in San Jose. 
From there, BART would leave the railroad right-of-way, tunneling under downtown San Jose to the 
Diridon Caltrain Station. The proposed BART Extension would then turn north under the Caltrain 
line and terminate at grade in the City of Santa Clara near the Caltrain Station. The proposed BART 
Extension would include seven new stations in Santa Clara County: Montague/Capitol, Berryessa, 
Alum Rock, Civic Plaza/San Jose State University, Market Street, Diridon/Arena, and Santa Clara. 
The proposed extension would also include a future South Calaveras Station at Calaveras Boulevard. 
The SVRTC Final EIR provides a more precise description of station locations and alignment 
options. 


The SVRTC Supplemental EIR/Revised Draft EIS will also include an evaluation of the “New Starts 
Candidate Project.” In order to improve the competitiveness of the SVRTC project in the New Starts 
process, VTA and the FTA agreed to analyze a segment of the SVRTC project with independent 
utility. This portion of the SVRTC project is from Warm Springs to Berryessa. 


It should be noted that while VTA’s funding approach is segmented, the project is not. VTA will be 
environmentally evaluating and constructing the entire 16.3-mile extension in one phase. Federal 
funds would support the portion of the project from Warm Springs to Berryessa, and state and local 
funding only would support the remainder of the extension from Berryessa to Santa Clara. 


Generally, as provided in the CEQ NEPA regulations, when two actions are “connected” their 
environmental impacts should be evaluated together for NEPA purposes (40 C.F.R. section 
1508.25(a)) Since the SVRTC alignment would commence at the end of the WSX Alternative 
alignment, the SVRTC project could not commence operation unless the WSX Alternative is 
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constructed and operating. However, the courts have recognized that linked regional transportation 
improvements are commonly carried out incrementally in a series of projects or phases, implemented 
in some cases by different agencies, rather than all at once. An individual transportation project may 
be separately reviewed under NEPA if it has “independent utility” (1.e., the project does not depend 
on connection to another project for its justification and need) and “logical termini” (i.e., termini at 
locations where there is access to the project, not isolated locations that only make sense when 
connected to the other project). However, a single project may not be improperly separated into 
phases or segments (referred to in NEPA cases as “segmentation”) with the intention of avoiding a 
full analysis of environmental impacts. 


The WSX Alternative has independent utility and would effectively achieve its purpose and need as a 
stand-alone project. As the ridership, air quality, and energy analyses demonstrate (see Sections 4.2, 
Transportation, 4.14, Air Quality, and 4.15, Energy), the WSX alternative by itself would alleviate 
traffic congestion, improve air quality, and reduce energy consumption. Moreover, as discussed in 
Sections 4.8, Land Use and Planning, and 5.3, Indirect Effects, the WSX would independently 
generate opportunities for transit-oriented development and accommodate planned growth in a 
“smart growth” manner, in the vicinity of the Warm Springs and optional Irvington stations. The 
WSX Alternative could be constructed and operated to realize these benefits regardless of whether 
the SVRTC project were ever built. While completion of the SVRTC project would provide a further 
enhancement of those benefits, as demonstrated in the cumulative analysis presented below, the 
SVRTC Project is not necessary to achieve the benefits identified in Sections 4.2, 4.8, 4.14, 4.15 and 
5.3. Accordingly, the WSX Alternative does not depend on combination with the SVRTC for its 
justification. 


The WSX Alternative also has logical termini. The terminus at Fremont connects the project to the 
existing BART system, while the ridership and access analyses presented in Section 4.2, 
Transportation, justify the location of the other terminus at Warm Springs. Moreover, in 1988, long 
before the SVRTC project was contemplated, BART was directed by the California legislature to 
construct an extension with a terminus at Warm Springs; Pub. Util. Code 29034.7 provides that 
BART shall “proceed to commence construction of an extension of its facilities to Warm Springs,” 
subject to “appropriate federal and environmental approvals” and “to the extent that available 
funding permits.” In response to that directive, the BART Board adopted the original WSX project in 
1992. The WSX Alternative presented in the 2003 SEIR and in this EIS is a revised and modified 
version of the 1992 Adopted Project, the principal modification being the shift to a subway under 
Fremont Central Park to avoid the adverse impacts of a conspicuous aerial alignment which was 
opposed by the City of Fremont and the local community. Nevertheless, the Warm Springs terminus 
remains unchanged and the WSX Alternative is essentially a realization of the 1992 Adopted Project 
with improvements to reduce environmental impacts and costs. By contrast, the SVRTC project is a 
new project proposed by a different agency, which has not been subjected to any previous 
environmental analysis or approval. Accordingly, it is clear that the terminus at Warm Springs was 
not selected in order to segment a single original Fremont-to—San Jose project into two parts and 
avoid a full analysis of environmental impacts. 


In addition, an EIS must include an analysis of cumulative impacts of the project together with other 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, regardless of which agency undertakes such 
actions (40 C.F.R. section 1508.7). Whether projects are independent or related does not affect the 
requirement to include them in such cumulative analysis. NEPA thus requires an analysis of 
cumulative impacts of the WSX Alternative and the SVRTC together, in the event that both projects 
are adopted, in precisely the same way it requires analysis of the cumulative impacts of the WSX 
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Alternative and any other wholly unrelated project in the vicinity. Those cumulative analyses are 
provided in the following sections. 
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5.2.3 Cumulative Impacts on Transportation 


Cumulative Analysis of WSX Alternative with SVRTC 


The transportation model, as discussed in Section 4.2 (Transportation), incorporates local and 
regional government projections of future background growth, land use and employment intensities 
and locations, along with programmed highway, street and transit improvements and the 
transportation consequences of other anticipated development projects for 2010 and 2025. Data from 
the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) Projections 2000 data series were used to project 
ridership for 2010 and 2025, as this series was the only data set available at the time ridership 
forecasts were developed. Accordingly, the impact analyses presented above already account for 
cumulative impacts of the WSX Alternative together with other projects. 


However, the projections of general regional growth and anticipated projects that are incorporated 
into the modeling analysis presented in Section 4.2 do not include the proposed SVRTC project. 
Additional modeling analysis was performed to evaluate the potential cumulative effects of the 

WSX Alternative plus SVRTC if it is adopted, as well as regional growth. Two scenarios were 
considered: (1) the WSX Alternative without the optional Irvington Station plus SVRTC, and (2) the 
WSX Alternative with optional Irvington Station plus SVRTC. 


The transportation projections for this analysis were based on the MTC travel demand model, as 
modified by VTA for this action and SVRTC. Inputs to the model include local and regional 
government projections of land use and employment intensities and locations, as well as programmed 
highway, street, and transit improvements. The model output for 2010 and 2025 conditions was 
reviewed and adjusted as described in Section 4.2, Transportation. 


Since the transportation impacts analyses in this EIS are based on the adopted regional land use 
forecasts for 2010 and 2025, the cumulative transportation impacts of all such developments are 
included, and additional analysis of potential cumulative effects of specific projects would be 
redundant. Accordingly, the following assessment presents the combined effects of future 
background growth in conjunction with the WSX Alternative (and optional Irvington Station) and 
SVRTC. 


Rail Ridership 


Table 5-2 lists the rail ridership for the two SVRTC scenarios. With implementation of the 

WSX Alternative plus SVRTC, there would be a nearly 200% increase in the overall ridership levels 
on the BART segment between the Union City and Fremont BART Stations. There would be a slight 
decrease (5%) in ridership on the ACE trains with implementation of the WSX Alternative. There 
would be a further decline in the ridership on ACE with implementation of the WSX Alternative with 
optional Irvington Station plus the two SVRTC options. 
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Table 5-2. 2025 Rail Ridership Summary 


2025 
WSX with 
2025 Irvington 
2025 WSX with 2025 Station 
No 2025 WSX Irvington WSX plus plus 
Station A(From) — Station B (To) Mode Build Alternative Station SVRTC* SVRTC? 
Union City Fremont BART 18,100 22,800 23,400 52,400 52,300 
Fremont Irvington BART N/A 16,300° 18,200 51,100° 51,200 
Irvington Warm Springs BART N/A N/A 15,900 N/A 52,400 
Warm Springs Montague/Capitol BART N/A N/A N/A 57,200 54,300 
planes Count pani Cia COnnhy’ | hee 11,700 11,100 10,900 7,000 6,900 
Line (approx) 
Alameda County/Santa Clara County Capitol 2,800 2,100 2,100 1,000 1,000 
Line (approx) Corridor 
Notes: 


“ Cumulative analysis of the WSX Alternative with SVRTC, if it is adopted, is discussed in Chapter 5. For 
convenience of comparison, this table presents results for the WSX Alternative and for the WSX Alternative with 
SVRTC. 

> Ridership shown between the Fremont and Warm Springs Stations. 


Source: DKS Associates 2002 VTA-modified MTC Model 


Ridership declines would be even greater for the Capitol Corridor. Under the SVRTC scenarios, 
Capitol Corridor ridership drops sharply at the Alameda/Santa Clara County line. The Capitol 
Corridor could retain many long-distance riders traveling between Santa Clara County and points 
outside the BART service area (e.g., Fairfield, Davis, and Sacramento). This market currently 
comprises about half of the Capitol Corridor’s Santa Clara County ridership (Capitol Corridor Joint 
Powers Authority 2002). However, any of the following reasons may cause many potential Capitol 
Corridor riders traveling between Santa Clara County and points within the BART service area (e.g. 
Richmond, Oakland, Hayward) to elect to ride BART instead. 


= BART has more frequent operating headways (6 minutes compared to hourly on the Capitol 
Corridor). 


= BART is more centrally located to areas of high population and employment. 


= BART provides direct connections between downtown San Jose, Oakland, and San Francisco. 


Schedule reliability issues may also impact Capitol Corridor ridership, although reliability was not 
addressed per se in the ridership model. Running-time adherence to within a few minutes of 
published schedules is particularly important when riders must connect to other transit services to 
reach their destinations. On-time performance can be difficult to achieve over long distances. Most 
Capitol Corridor trains originate in Sacramento, 134 miles from San Jose; some trains start as far 
away as Auburn, 170 miles from San Jose. Sharing tracks with freight trains can sometimes delay 
Capitol Corridor trains as well. 
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In some ways, the Capitol Corridor and BART will complement each other. For example, direct 
transfers between the two rail lines would be available at the planned Coliseum and Union City 
intermodal transit facilities. This connectivity would enable riders to use whichever system or 
combination of systems that best suits their needs. 


Local Bus Ridership 


Under both the WSX Alternative plus SVRTC scenarios (with and without the optional Irvington 
Station), the VTA express routes that currently serve the Fremont BART Station, which would 
continue to serve the Warm Springs Station with implementation of the WSX Alternative, would no 
longer operate into Alameda County. Instead, their operations would change and they would 
continue to serve Santa Clara County. 


Station Entries and Exits 


Table 5-3 lists the station entries and exits for the two SVRTC scenarios. 
In summary, the following observations can be made from the table. 


m Atthe Fremont BART Station under all 2025 conditions, station entries and exits would decrease 
compared to the 2025 No-Build condition. Entries and exits would decrease by 200 under the 
WSX Alternative plus SVRTC condition and by 3,000 under the WSX Alternative with optional 
Irvington Station plus SVRTC condition. 


mw In 2025 with implementation of SVRTC, there would be an increase of 5,200 entries and exits at 
the Warm Springs Station compared to the WSX Alternative. When the WSX Alternative with 
optional Irvington Station and the WSX Alternative with optional Irvington Station plus SVRTC 
are compared, there would be another 2,800 entries and exits at the two new southern Fremont 
stations. 


= Compared to the 2025 No-Build condition, southern Alameda County would experience an 
increase of 26,100 entries and exits under the WSX Alternative plus SVRTC condition and an 
increase of 26,900 entries and exits under the WSX Alternative with optional Irvington Station 
plus SVRTC condition. 


m= In 2025 with implementation of the WSX Alternative plus SVRTC, entries and exits system-wide 
would increase by approximately 162,200. With implementation of the WSX Alternative with 
optional Irvington Station plus SVRTC, they would increase by approximately 163,800. 


Mode of Access/Egress 


Table 5-4 lists the mode of access/egress for the southern Alameda County stations and for the 
Montague/Capitol Station in Santa Clara County for the two SVRTC scenarios. 
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Table 5-3. Daily Station Entries and Exits * — 2025 


WSX WSX Alternative 
Alternative with WSX with Irvington 
WSX Irvington Alternative Station plus 
Station No Build Alternative Station plus SVRTC® SVRTC‘ 
Southern Alameda County Existing Stations 
Union City 11,400 12,100 12,500 16,200 16,600 
Fremont 17,100 12,200 10,500 16,900 14,100 
Southern Alameda 
County Existing 
Stations Subtotal 28,500 24,300 23,000 33,100 30,700 
WSX Alternative Stations 
Irvington — — 6,200 — 9,400 
Warm Springs — 16,300 15,700 21,500 15,400 
WSX Alternative 
Stations Subtotal — 16,300 21,900 21,500 24,700 
Southern Alameda 
County Proposed and 
Existing Stations 
Subtotal 28,500 40,600 44,900 54,600 55,400 
SVRTC Stations 
Subtotal — — — 110,400 108,000 
BART Systemwide 
Total” Entries and 
Exits 972,800 989,200 994,400 1,136,400 1,138,000 
BART Systemwide 
Total’ Boardings 486,400 494,600 497,200 568,200 569,000 
Notes: 


a 


Station-level and subtotal values are for station entries and exits (i.e. total persons entering and leaving station 
areas). Systemwide total boardings were calculated by dividing entries and exits by two. 


> Systemwide totals include all existing BART stations and may include WSX Alternative and proposed SVRTC 
BART stations (depending on column). 

© Cumulative analysis of the WSX Alternative plus SVRTC, if it is adopted, is discussed in Chapter 5. For 
convenience of comparison, this table presents results for the WSX Alternative and for the WSX Alternative plus 
SVRTC. 


All numbers have been independently rounded to the nearest hundred; totals may not sum up to displayed value. 


Source: DKS Associates, 2002 from VTA-modified MTC model 
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Table 5-4. 2025 Mode of Access/Egress to BART Stations 


Mode of Access/Egress 
Transit Total Entries 
Station PNR* KNR? Walk/Bike XFER‘ and Exits 

2025 No Build 

Union City 3,600 2,100 900 4,700 11,400 

Fremont 5,100 2,600 1,800 7,500 17,100 

Irvington 0 0 0 0 0 

Warm Springs 0 0 0 0 0 
Southern Alameda total 8,700 4,700 2,700 12,200 28,500 
2025 WSX Alternative 

Union City 3,700 2,400 1,000 5,000 12,100 

Fremont 4,900 1,000 2,500 3,800 12,200 

Irvington 0 0 0 0 0 

Warm Springs 4,600 1,000 2,500 8,000 16,300 
Southern Alameda total 13,200 4,400 6,000 16,800 40,600 
2025 WSX Alternative with Optional Irvington Station 

Union City 4,600 2,000 1,000 5,000 12,500 

Fremont 4,100 800 2,600 2,900 10,500 

Irvington 2,500 500 1,600 1,700 6,200 

Warm Springs 3,600 800 2,500 8,900 15,700 
Southern Alameda total 14,800 4,100 7,700 18,500 44,900 
2025 WSX Alternative with SVRTC* 

Union City 5,600 2,100 1,400 7,100 16,200 

Fremont 6,200 1,300 3,300 6,100 16,900 

Irvington 0 0 0 0 0 

Warm Springs 3,200 600 6,700 11,000 21,500 

Montague/Capitol 3,900 900 1,500 15,600 21,900 
Southern Alameda total (without 
Montague/Capitol) 15,000 4,000 11,300 24,200 54,600 
2025 WSX Alternative with Optional Irvington Station with SVRTC* 

Union City 6,400 1,700 1,400 7,000 16,600 

Fremont 5,000 1,000 3,400 4,500 14,100 

Irvington 3,200 700 2,300 3,200 9,400 

Warm Springs 2,000 400 5,300 7,700 15,400 
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Mode of Access/Egress 
Transit Total Entries 
Station PNR’ KNR? Walk/Bike XFER* and Exits 
Montague/Capitol 3,700 900 1,300 15,600 21,500 
Southern Alameda total (without 
Montague/Capitol) 16,600 3,800 12,400 26,000 55,400 


Notes: 

“ PNR = Park-and-ride 

> KNR = Kiss-and-ride 

© XFER = Transfer 

* Cumulative analysis of the WSX Alternative plus SVRTC, if it is adopted, is discussed in Chapter 5. For 
convenience of comparison, this table presents results for the WSX Alternative and for the WSX Alternative plus 
SVRTC. 

All numbers have been independently rounded to the nearest hundred; totals may not sum up to displayed value. 


Source: DKS Associates, 2002 from VT A-modified MTC model 


In summary, the table presents the following information for the SVRTC alternatives. 


m 2025 WSX Alternative plus SVRTC — Park-and-ride demand would increase at the Fremont 
BART Station with implementation of the WSX Alternative plus SVRTC, although kiss-and-ride 
levels would decline (due to the increase in parking at each of the new stations). 


m 2025 WSX Alternative with optional Irvington Station plus SVRTC — Park-and-ride demand at 
the Fremont Station would decline compared to the 2025 No-Build condition. Kiss-and-ride 
demand would also decline when the two scenarios are compared. 


New Transit Ridership 


The new transit ridership, measured by changes in linked transit trips, for the two SVRTC 
alternatives is listed in Table 5-5. 


The table is summarized below. 


m= In 2025 with implementation of the WSX Alternative plus SVRTC, there would be an increase of 
more than 60% in new transit riders throughout the corridor compared to the 2025 No-Build 
condition. Linked transit trips to the southern Alameda County area would increase by 93%, but 
the largest growth would be in trips through the Fremont/Newark/Union City corridor (trips that 
either start or finish in [or beyond] Santa Clara County), which would increase by more than 
105% with implementation of the WSX Alternative plus SVRTC. 


m= In 2025 with implementation of the WSX Alternative with optional Irvington Station plus 
SVRTC, there would be an increase of 58% (slightly lower overall than the WSX Alternative 
plus SVRTC option) in linked transit riders in the corridor compared to the 2025 No-Build 
condition. Linked transit trips to the southern Alameda County area would increase by 80%, and 
the linked transit trips would increase by just under 105% compared to the 2025 No-Build 
condition. 
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Table 5-5. 2025 Linked Transit Trips 


WSX 
WSX Alternative with 
Alternative WSX Irvington 
WSX with Irvington Alternative Station plus 

Trips: No Build Alternative Station plus SVRTC* SVRTC 
Intra* 11,100 11,800 12,300 12,000 12,500 
To” 8,600 10,700 11,000 14,900 15,500 
From’ 25,300 28,000 29,100 37,800 37,800 
Through* 11,800 13,300 13,400 24,400 24,100 
Total WSX Alternative 
Corridor Transit Trips 56,700 63,900 65,800 89,100 89,900 
Change from No Build os 7,200 9,100 32,400 33,200 
Intra Santa Clara Transit Trips 243,000 246,900 246,800 253,500 253,300 
Notes: 


“Intra: Trips solely within Southern Alameda County (MTC Super District 16: Fremont, Union City and 
Newark). 

> To: Trip attractions to SD 16. 

© From: Trip productions from SD 16. 

‘ Through: Trips passing through SD 16 (e.g., Hayward to San Jose). 

“ Cumulative analysis of the WSX Alternative plus SVRTC, if it is adopted, is discussed in Chapter 5. For 
convenience of comparison, this table presents results for the WSX Alternative and for the WSX Alternative plus 
SVRTC. 

All numbers have been independently rounded to the nearest hundred; totals may not sum up to displayed value. 


Source: DKS Associates, 2002 from VTA-modified MTC model 


Impact TRN-Cume-1—Contribution to cumulative increase in new transit trips. Regional 
transit ridership, particularly for trips destined for, originating in, or passing through southern 
Alameda County, would increase. Tables 4.2-11 (Section 4.2, Transportation) and Table 5-5 
indicate that transit person trips would increase with implementation of the WSX Alternative 
compared to the No-Build Alternative. This increase in new transit trips would be 32,400 trips under 
the WSX Alternative plus SVRTC compared to the No-Build Alternative in 2025. These tables 
indicate a shift in use from automobile to transit. As discussed in the MTS analysis below, increased 
transit usage would reduce auto congestion. In addition, as discussed below in Section 5.2.15, 
Cumulative Impacts on Air Quality, increased transit usage would reduce air pollution. This is a 
beneficial effect. 


Travel Time Comparison 


The travel time comparisons between each scenario are listed in Table 5-6 for selected pairs of 
destinations. 
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Table 5-6. 2025 Transit Travel Times (minutes)* 


Transit 
WSX 
2025 Alt. with 
WSX Irvington 
2025 Alt. with WSX Station 
Drive No 2025 WSX Irvington Alt. plus plus 


Sample Trip (Origin-Destination)” | Alone Carpool Build Alternative Station SVRTC* SVRTC‘ 


Northwest Milpitas-Northwest 


Downtown San Francisco 110 85 71 71 72 71 72 
Northwest Milpitas-Northwest 

Pacific Commons 20 26 86 66 67 53 53 
Irvington-NUMMI 11 18 40 25 18 25 18 
Irvington-Downtown San Jose 40 47 82 72 65 38 30 
Fremont-Lockheed 52 49 98 67 68 56 57 
Fremont-Pacific Commons 14 21 45 45 45 45 45 
Union City-Diridon Caltrain Depot 60 60 69 69 69 52 53 
Union City-Downtown San Jose 58 58 79 82 83 48 49 
Hayward-Lockheed 72 60 75 80 81 68 69 

‘Notes; 


* Travel times include all modes, including walking, driving, waiting, in-vehicle travel, and other times as 
appropriate. 

» Fremont location is approximately the Stevenson Boulevard/Paseo Padre Parkway intersection. Union City location 
is approximately the Dyer/Alvarado-Niles Parkway intersection (west of I-880). Hayward location is assumed to be 
at the city center. 

“ Cumulative analysis of the WSX Alternative plus SVRTC, if it is adopted, is discussed in Chapter 5. For 
convenience of comparison, this table presents results for the WSX Alternative and for the WSX Alternative plus 
SVRTC. 


Source: DKS Associates, 2002 from VTA-modified MTC model 


Transit travel timesavings are highest when both the origin and the destination are located adjacent to 
the BART system, such as from Irvington to downtown San Jose. 


Intersections 
Table 5-7 lists the LOS at the study intersection for the two SVRTC alternatives. 
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Contribution of WSX Alternative plus SVRTC to Intersection Impacts 


This scenario (2025 WSX Alternative plus SVRTC) assumes implementation of both the 
WSX Alternative and SVRTC. 


Operational Contribution, 2025 


Impact TRN-Cume-2—Contribution to cumulative change in 2025 in V/C and LOS at the 
intersection of I-680 southbound ramps/Durham Road/Auto Mall Parkway. Under 2025 
WSX Alternative plus SVRTC conditions, the intersection of I-680 southbound ramps/Durham 
Road/Auto Mall Parkway would operate at a V/C ratio of 0.91 and LOS E in the p.m. peak hour. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure TRN-5 would reduce this impact. 


Mitigation Measure TRN-5—Improve V/C and LOS at the intersection of I-680 
southbound ramps/Durham Road/Auto Mall Parkway. The intersection operations could 
be improved to a V/C ratio of 0.90 and LOS D in the p.m. peak hour with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure TRN-S as described in Section 4.2, Transportation. 


Impact TRN-Cume-3—Contribution to cumulative change in 2025 V/C and LOS at the 
intersection of Osgood Road/Warm Springs Boulevard/South Grimmer Boulevard. Under 2025 
WSX Alternative plus SVRTC conditions, the intersection of Osgood Road/Warm Springs 
Boulevard/South Grimmer Boulevard would operate at a V/C ratio of 1.26 and LOS F in the a.m. 
peak hour, and a V/C ratio of 1.41 and LOS F in the p.m. peak hour. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure TRN-6 would reduce this impact. 


Mitigation Measure TRN-6—Improve V/C and LOS at the intersection of Osgood 
Road/Warm Springs Boulevard/South Grimmer Boulevard. The intersection operations 
could be improved to a V/C ratio of 0.86 and LOS D in the a.m. peak hour, and a V/C ratio of 
0.88 and LOS D in the p.m. peak hour with implementation of Mitigation Measure TRN-6 as 
described in Section 4.2, Transportation. 


Contribution of WSX Alternative with Optional Irvington Station plus 
SVRTC to Project Intersection Impacts 


This scenario (2025 WSX Alternative with optional Irvington Station plus SVRTC) assumes 
implementation of both the WSX Alternative, with the optional Irvington Station, and SVRTC. 


Operational Contribution, 2025 


Impact TRN-Cume-4—Contribution to cumulative change in 2025 V/C and LOS at the 
intersection of I-680 southbound ramps/Durham Road/Auto Mall Parkway. Under 2025 

WSX Alternative with optional Irvington Station plus SVRTC conditions, the intersection of I-680 
southbound ramps/Durham Road/Auto Mall Parkway would operate at a V/C ratio of 0.91 and LOS 
E in the p.m. peak hour. Implementation of Mitigation Measure TRN-5 would reduce this impact. 


Mitigation Measure TRN-5—Improve V/C and LOS at the intersection of I-680 
southbound ramps/Durham Road/Auto Mall Parkway. The intersection operations could 
be improved to a V/C ratio of 0.89 and LOS D in the p.m. peak hour with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure TRN-S as described in Section 4.2, Transportation. 
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Impact TRN-Cume-5—Contribution to cumulative change in 2025 V/C and LOS at the 
intersection of Osgood Road/Warm Springs Boulevard/South Grimmer Boulevard. Under 2025 
WSX Alternative with optional Irvington Station plus SVRTC conditions, the intersection of Osgood 
Road/Warm Springs Boulevard/South Grimmer Boulevard would operate at a V/C ratio of 1.45 and 
LOS F in the a.m. peak hour, and a V/C ratio of 1.47 and LOS F in the p.m. peak hour. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure TRN-6 would reduce this impact. 


Mitigation Measure TRN-6—Improve V/C and LOS at the intersection of Osgood 
Road/Warm Springs Boulevard/South Grimmer Boulevard. The intersection operations 
could be improved to a V/C ratio of 0.88 and LOS D in the a.m. and p.m. peak hours with 
implementation of Mitigation Measure TRN-6 as described in Section 4.2, Transportation. 


Impact TRN-Cume-6—2025 change in V/C and LOS at the intersection of Mission 
Boulevard/Warm Springs Boulevard. Under 2025 WSX Alternative with optional Irvington 
Station plus SVRTC conditions, the intersection of Mission boulevard/Warm Springs Boulevard 
would operate at a V/C ratio of 1.42 and LOS F in the p.m. peak hour. The intersection is built out 
along each approach, and there are commercial properties on each of the four corners of the 
intersection. Widening or adding turn lanes is not feasible. The existing and projected congestion is 
related largely to regional traffic traveling between I-680 and I-880. To reduce congestion and 
alleviate impacts at this intersection would require substantial right-of-way acquisition and utility 
relocation. No feasible mitigation measures are available to mitigate this impact. 


Impact TRN-Cume-7—Contribution to cumulative change in 2025 V/C and LOS at the 
intersection of Osgood Road/Driscoll Road/Washington Boulevard. Under 2025 

WSX Alternative with optional Irvington Station plus SVRTC conditions, the intersection of Osgood 
Road/Driscoll Road/Washington Boulevard would operate at a V/C ratio of 0.92 and LOS E in the 
a.m. peak hour. Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce this impact. 


Mitigation Measure TRN-Cume-7—Improve V/C and LOS at the intersection of 
Osgood Road/Driscoll Road/Washington Boulevard. The intersection operations can be 
improved to a V/C ratio of 0.45 and LOS A for the a.m. peak hour with the conversion of the 
southbound right-turn lane to a shared through/right-turn lane (to create four southbound 
through lanes) and conversion of a westbound left-turn lane to a shared left-turn/through lane 
(to create two left-turn lanes). Although there would be a slight decrease in the V/C ratio in 
the p.m. peak hour, the intersection would still operate at LOS D. The proposed changes to 
the southbound and westbound approaches can be accommodated within the existing right- 
of-way, although the approaches would need to be restriped. This measure would require 
widening on the west side of Warm Springs Boulevard along the BART frontage to 
accommodate four southbound receiving lanes. 


Metropolitan Transportation System 


Table 5-8 identifies the quantity of roadway segments that would experience small (2% to 4%) or 
large (5% or more) volume changes for the cumulative impacts of the WSX Alternative plus SVRTC 
scenarios compared to the 2025 No-Build condition. 
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Table 5-8. MTS Roadway Analysis Summary 


Roadway Volume Change LOS Improvements LOS Degradation 

-5%or -2%to +2to +5%or State Local State Local 
Scenario greater -4% +4% greater Hwy Roadway Hwy Roadway 
2010 No Build 13 state highway segments and one local roadway segment operating at LOS E or F 
2010 WSX Alternative* 40 23 18 20 2 8 1 1 
2010 WSX Alternative with 43 20 41 15 2 8 — 1 
Irvington Station* 
2025 No Build 31 state highway segments operating at LOS E or F 
2025 No Build* 8 2 7 134 — 3 39 7 
2025 WSX Alternative? 35 29 10 14 6 3 — 7 
2025 WSX Alternative with 40 38 7 12 4 5 4 2 
Irvington Station? 
2025 WSX Alternative plus 55 36 16 10 18 2 — 3 
SVRTC” 
2025 WSX Alternative with 63 38 10 12 17 5 — 1 
Irvington Station plus 
SVRTC" 
Notes: 


“ Compared to 2010 No Build. 


Compared to 2025 No Build. 

© Cumulative analysis of the WSX Alternative plus SVRTC, if it is adopted, is discussed in Chapter 5. For 
convenience of comparison, this table presents results for the WSX Alternative and for the WSX Alternative plus 
SVRTC. 


Source: DKS Associates 2002 from VTA-modified MTC Model, San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 


Cumulative Roadway Impacts of WSX Alternative plus SVRTC 


Compared to the 2025 No Build, the 2025 WSX Alternative plus SVRTC would result in the 
following changes during the p.m. peak hour. 


a Three of the MTS local roadway segments would show deterioration in LOS. 


m Eighteen of the MTS state highway segments would experience an improvement in LOS. 


mu Two of the MTS local roadway segments would experience an improvement in LOS. 


The remaining 131 MTS roadway segments would continue to operate with similar LOS. 


Cumulative Roadway Impacts of WSX Alternative with Optional Irvington 
Station plus SVRTC 


Compared to the 2025 No Build, the 2025 WSX Alternative with optional Irvington Station plus 
SVRTC would result in the following changes during the p.m. peak hour. 
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m= Four of the MTS state highway segments would show deterioration in LOS. 
m One of the MTS local roadway segments would show deterioration in LOS. 


m Seventeen of the MTS state highway segments would experience an improvement in LOS. 


um Five of the MTS local roadway segments would experience an improvement in LOS. 


The remaining 131 MTS roadway segments would continue to operate with similar LOS. 


Parking 


Table 5-9 lists the parking supply and demand at the three stations in the study area for the 
WSX Alternative plus SVRTC and the WSX Alternative with optional Irvington Station plus 
SVRTC scenarios. 


Table 5-9. Parking Demand Summary? 


Optional Irvington 


Fremont Station Warm Springs Station Station 
Scenario Supply Demand = Supply Demand Supply Demand 
2010 No Build 2,030 2,360 — — — — 
2010 WSX Alternative 1,880 1,840 2,040 1,415 — — 
2010 WSX Alternative with 1,880 1,480 2,040 1,060 925 910 
Optional Irvington Station 
2025 No Build 2,030 2,420 — — — — 
2025 WSX Alternative 1,880 2,310 2,040 2,170 — — 
2025 WSX Alternative with 1,880 1,940 2,040 1,710 925 1,175 
Irvington Station 
2025 WSX Alternative plus 1,880 2,920 2,040 1,510 — — 
SVRTC 
2025 WSX Alternative with 1,880 2,360 2,040 940 925 1,510 


Irvington Station plus SVRTC 


Notes: 
* Parking demand at the three proposed stations is based on unconstrained travel demand forecasts from the 
ridership models without consideration of the number of actual proposed parking spaces. The local intersection 
traffic analysis, however, does consider the potential limitations of proposed parking supply at each of the three 
Fremont area stations analyzed, and assumes that BART patrons would travel to BART stations where parking is 
perceived to be available. 

Cumulative analysis of the WSX Alternative plus SVRTC, if it is adopted, is discussed in Chapter 5. For 
convenience of comparison, this table presents results for the WSX Alternative and for the WSX Alternative plus 
SVRTC. 


Source: DKS Associates 2002 from VTA-modified MTC Model, San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 


Contribution of WSX Alternative plus SVRTC to Parking Impacts 


Impact TRN-Cume-8—Reduced parking supply at Fremont Station resulting in spillover into 
residential or commercial areas. Under 2025 No-Build conditions, there would be a projected 
parking shortfall of 390 spaces at the Fremont Station. Under 2025 WSX Alternative plus SVRTC 
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conditions, there would be a parking shortfall of 1,040 spaces at the Fremont Station. Therefore, an 
additional shortfall of 650 spaces (1,040 — 390 = 650) at the Fremont Station would be attributable to 
the WSX Alternative plus SVRTC. At the Warm Springs Station under 2025 WSX Alternative plus 
SVRTC conditions, there would be a projected excess of 530 available parking spaces because the 
parking demand would be 530 spaces less than the supply. However, the net parking shortfall of 120 
spaces (650 — 530 = 120) would be considered an impact of the WSX Alternative plus SVRTC in 
2025. 


This impact would be avoided with implementation of the following mitigation measure, which 
provides for 120 additional spaces at the Warm Springs Station. It is assumed that BART patrons 
would travel to stations where parking is perceived to be available. Therefore, with this mitigation, 
spillover parking is not expected to occur, because the parking supply would be adequate to meet the 
anticipated demand. 


Although spillover parking is not expected to be considerable, a monitoring program would be 
implemented to assess whether spillover parking from the BART stations becomes a problem due to 
unanticipated events. Accordingly, BART would provide a parking monitoring program and, if 
necessary to ensure that spillover is limited, assistance with parking management as described below. 
With the redistribution of traffic towards the Warm Spring Station from the Fremont Station, there 
would be minimal change to study intersection service levels compared to the analysis presented 
above. 


Mitigation Measure TRN-Cume-8—Provide additional parking and implement parking 
monitoring program. 


If SVRTC has commenced construction by 2010 but the Irvington Station has not, BART 
will provide an additional 120 parking spaces at the Warm Springs Station. 


To determine whether substantial spillover parking occurs, BART will institute a monitoring 
program on streets adjacent to the Fremont Station and, if necessary, will provide parking 
management assistance, as described in Mitigation Measure TRN-23(b) in Section 4.2, 
Transportation. 


Contribution of WSX Alternative with Optional Irvington Station plus 
SVRTC to Parking Impacts 
Operational Contribution, 2025 


Impact TRN-Cume-9—Cumulative contribution to reduced parking supply at Fremont and 
Irvington Stations resulting in spillover into residential or commercial areas. If the 

WSX Alternative with optional Irvington Station and SVRTC are both constructed, a parking 
shortfall of 480 spaces is predicted at the Fremont Station, and a shortfall of 585 spaces is predicted 
at the Irvington Station. However, the Warm Springs Station would have a projected excess of 1,100 
spaces, which is 35 spaces more than the combined shortfall at the Fremont and Irvington Stations 
(480 + 585 = 1,065). It is assumed that BART patrons would travel to stations where parking is 
perceived to be available (1.e., the Warm Springs Station). Accordingly, the parking supply across 
stations would be adequate to meet the demand, and spillover parking is not anticipated to occur. 
With the redistribution of traffic towards the Warm Springs Station from the Fremont and Irvington 
Stations, there would be minimal change to study intersection service levels compared to the analysis 
presented above. 
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Although spillover parking is not expected to be considerable, a monitoring program would be 
implemented to assess whether unanticipated events would cause spillover parking from the BART 
stations to become a problem. BART would provide a parking monitoring program and, if necessary 
to ensure that spillover is limited, assistance with parking management as described below. 


Mitigation Measure TRN-Cume-9—Implement parking monitoring program. To 
determine whether substantial spillover parking occurs if the optional Irvington Station and 
SVRTC have both commenced construction by 2010, BART will implement a monitoring 
program on streets adjacent to the Fremont and Irvington Stations and, if necessary, provide 
parking management assistance as described in Mitigation Measure TRN-23(b) in Section 
4.2, Transportation. 


Cumulative Construction Impacts of WSX Alternative plus SVRTC 


Impact TRN-Cume-10—Cumulative contribution to construction-related impacts. The 
construction-related impacts and mitigation measures of the WSX Alternative plus SVRTC would be 
similar to those of the WSX Alternative without SVRTC with the assumption that there would no 
overlap between construction of the two projects. However, to account for the SVRTC construction 
schedule if construction of SVRTC overlaps with that of the WSX Alternative, adjustment of the 
construction traffic management plan described above in Mitigation Measure TRN-25 would suffice 
to reduce the WSX Alternative’s contribution to cumulative construction-period traffic impacts. 


Mitigation Measure TRN-Cume-10—Adjust the construction traffic management plan 
described in Mitigation Measure TRN-25. If construction of the WSX Alternative and 
SVRTC overlap, the construction traffic management plan identified in Mitigation Measure 
TRN-25 will be adjusted to account for the SVRTC construction schedule. BART will 
ensure that the plan as adjusted satisfies the goals identified in Mitigation Measure TRN-25 
in Section 4.2, Transportation. 


5.2.4 Cumulative Impacts on Soils, Geology, and Seismicity 


Impact G-Cume-1—Potential for increased exposure to seismic hazards. Implementation of the 
WSX Alternative may result in the development of increased population densities in the proximity to 
rapid transit services. Increased population in the corridor would result in increased exposure of 
people and structures to the seismic hazards with the Hayward Fault Zone. This impact will be 
mitigated by the requirements of the Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zones Act. The provisions of the 
Act require that permits for all development within the special studies zone established by the 
California Division of Mines and Geology not be granted until an investigation of fault rupture 
hazards is conducted. The impact of strong seismic shaking expected within the areas on buildings 
and other structures would be minimized through the application of design criteria of the Uniform 
Building Code. 


5.2.5 Cumulative Impacts on Hazardous Materials 


The WSX Alternative and the WSX Alternative with the optional Irvington Station would not 
contribute to cumulative impacts on hazardous materials. 
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5.2.6 Cumulative Impacts on Hydrology Resources 


Contribution of Warm Springs Extension to Cumulative Impacts 


Operational Contribution 


Impact H-Cume-1—Potential for increased hardscape area to reduce groundwater infiltration 
and increase peak flows in area drainages. Pollutant loads delivered to area drainages may also 
increase. The WSX Alternative’s incremental contribution to these impacts is described in Impact 
H-1 (Alteration of flooding conditions due to changes in absorption rates, drainage patterns, or the 
rate and amount of surface runoff) and Impact H-4 (Delivery of increased pollutant loads to urban 
drainages from expanded impervious areas) (Section 4.5.4 of Section 4.5, Hydrology). Because these 
impacts would be effectively minimized by implementing Mitigation Measure H-1 (Design and 
implement a stormwater management system to safely convey stormwater), compliance with 
requirements of the Clean Water Program, and implementation of Mitigation Measure H-4 
(Incorporate design features and implement BMPs for post-construction water quality protection), 
none of these are expected to contribute to cumulative impacts. The WSX Alternative’s potential to 
contribute to long-term cumulative impacts on area hydrology and water quality is accordingly 
considered minimal. 


Construction-Related Contribution 


Impact H-Cume-2—Potential for cumulative construction impacts on local hydrology and 
water quality. If one or more of the projects listed in Table 5-1 are constructed at the same time as 
the WSX Alternative, there is some potential for cumulative construction impacts on local hydrology 
and water quality as a result of (1) accelerated erosion and sediment transport related to site 
preparation and earthwork, and (2) accidental release of substances such as fuels and lubricants. The 
incremental contributions of other projects are small because they are subject to the same flood 
protection and stormwater requirements as WSX Alternative. These impacts would be effectively 
minimized by implementing the erosion and sediment control measures and hazardous material 
storage and spill control measures required by the NPDES General Permit. As a result, neither is 
likely to contribute to cumulative impacts, and the WSX Alternative’s potential to contribute to 
cumulative construction-related impacts on area hydrology and water quality is considered minimal. 


Contribution of Optional Irvington Station to Cumulative Impacts 


Operational Contribution 


Impact H-Cume-3—Potential for optional Irvington Station to increase the project-related 
contribution to any cumulative regional impacts on groundwater recharge and peak flood 
flows. As described in Section 4.5, Hydrology, Impact H-14 (Alteration of flooding conditions due 
to changes in absorption rates, drainage patterns, or the rate and amount of surface runoff as a result 
of implementation of optional Irvington Station), the optional Irvington Station would add 18 acres 
of impervious surface to the 49 acres resulting from implementation of the WSX Alternative, 
increasing the project-related contribution to any cumulative regional impacts on groundwater 
recharge and peak flood flows. However, Impact H-14 would be effectively minimized by 
implementing Mitigation Measure H-1 (Design and implement a stormwater management system to 
safely convey stormwater), and is thus not expected to contribute to cumulative impacts. The 
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optional Irvington Station’s potential to contribute to long-term cumulative impacts on area 
hydrology and water quality is considered minimal. 


Construction-Related Contribution 


Impact H-Cume-4—Potential for construction of the optional Irvington Station to contribute to 
any cumulative regional impacts on hydrology and water quality. Construction of the optional 
Irvington Station would increase the duration of construction, with a consequent increase in the WSX 
Alternative’s potential to contribute to any cumulative regional impacts on hydrology and water 
quality as a result of (1) accelerated erosion and sediment transport related to site preparation and 
earthwork, and (2) accidental release of substances such as fuels and lubricants. The contributions of 
other projects are small because they are subject to the same flood protection and stormwater 
requirements as WSX Alternative. These impacts would be effectively minimized by implementing 
the erosion and sediment control measures and hazardous material storage and spill control measures 
required by the NPDES General Permit, so neither is likely to contribute to cumulative impacts. The 
optional Irvington Station’s potential to contribute to cumulative construction-related impacts on area 
hydrology and water quality is accordingly considered minimal. 


5.2.7 Cumulative Impacts on Wetlands 


Impact WL-Cume-1—Potential for loss of wetlands and riparian habitat. Cumulative loss of 
wetlands habitat throughout the region may result from the developments listed in Table 5-1. 
Cumulative regional loss of wetlands and riparian habitat has the potential to result in a measurable 
change in species or community composition above and beyond the changes that have occurred as a 
result of urban growth to date. However, through the regulatory and environmental permitting 
process, the impacts associated with these developments would be mitigated at a ratio determined 
through consultation with the Corps. Therefore, the overall effect of wetlands impacts and required 
mitigation through regulatory processes will be a change in the distribution of wetlands habitat in the 
region. 


The city’s grade separations project will likely impact 0.6 acre of seasonal wetland and an additional 
2.5 acres of riparian habitat would be removed from the area around the two flood control channels 
north of Paseo Padre Parkway. The SVRTC development may also contribute to overall impacts on 
wetlands and riparian habitat. The WSX Alternative would result in the loss of 0.8 acre of seasonal 
wetlands habitat (Impact WL-1) and 0.6 acre of riparian forest habitat (Impact WL-2). Both of these 
habitat types have already been substantially fragmented and reduced by urbanization in the WSX 
Alternative corridor and surrounding area. The project-related contribution to habitat fragmentation 
has been addressed to the extent feasible by selecting habitat enhancement and restoration sites to 
maximize the connectivity of restored and created habitat with existing habitat. 


Mitigation Measure WL-1 (Restore, create, and protect wetland habitat to mitigate loss of wetland 
habitat) and Mitigation Measure WL-2 (Enhance, recreate, or restore riparian forest to compensate 
for the loss of riparian forest habitat) would minimize the WSX Alternative’s incremental 
contribution to loss and fragmentation of wetland and riparian habitat. Impacts on wetlands from the 
WSX Alternative and those projects identified, including the city’s grade separations project and 
SVRTC, have the potential to be cumulatively significant but would be mitigated through the 
regulatory process as discussed above. Consequently, the WSX Alternative’s potential to contribute 
to cumulative impacts related to loss and fragmentation of riparian and freshwater wetland habitat is 
considered minimal. 
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5.2.8 Cumulative Impacts on Biological Resources 
Contribution of Warm Springs Extension to Cumulative Impacts 


Operational Contribution 


Impact BIO-Cume-1—Potential to disturb common and special-status wildlife species in the 
region. Cumulative impacts as a result of noise and groundborne vibrations generated by operation 
of the WSX Alternative and SVRTC would have the potential to disturb common and special-status 
wildlife species in the region. However, wildlife species in the region are already habituated to noise 
and vibration associated with trains operating on the existing UP tracks, motor vehicle traffic, and 
nearby land uses. Although an overall increase in cumulative noise and vibration would occur, this 
impact is considered minor because wildlife would not likely be displaced but would adapt to the 
change in conditions over time. 


Impact BIO-Cume-2— Potential for loss of ruderal forb-grassland habitat. Cumulative loss of 
ruderal forb-grassland habitat in the region is expected to continue in the foreseeable future as a 
result of the proposed development listed in Table 5-1. Approximately 475 acres of existing habitat 
dominated by ruderal forb-grassland would to be developed should all of these projects be 
constructed. Additional habitat loss is expected as a result of SVRTC and the City of Fremont’s 
grade separations project. 


The WSX Alternative would result in the permanent loss of an additional 37.4 acres of ruderal forb- 
grassland habitat in the region (Impact BIO-2). Although Impact BIO-2 is considered a minimal 
impact, it represents a cumulative contribution to the ongoing regional loss of habitat for a wide 
range of common and special-status species that depend on Fremont’s remaining open spaces. 
However, as described in Mitigation Measure BIO-3 (Implement on- and offsite replacement of 
Western Burrowing Owl habitat), BART has committed to preserve habitat suitable for Western 
Burrowing Owl. This reduces the WSX Alternative’s incremental contribution to loss of ruderal 
forb-grassland habitat in the region. Nevertheless, this cumulative impact is considered unavoidable. 


Impact BIO-Cume-3— Potential to contribute to cumulative regional impacts on the Western 
Burrowing Owl. Habitat loss and disturbance associated with the WSX Alternative has the potential 
to contribute to cumulative regional impacts on the Western Burrowing Owl. Results of protocol- 
level surveys are not available for all projects listed above, but some of the ruderal forb-grassland 
habitat proposed for development is likely to support Western Burrowing Owls. Because the 
regional population of the Western Burrowing Owl has declined precipitously, any adverse impact 
would represent a cumulative contribution to regional effects on the species. 


The WSX Alternative area is known to support breeding Western Burrowing Owls. As described in 
Impact BIO-3, the WSX Alternative could result in both permanent loss of owl habitat and 
disturbance and/or mortality of individual owls. Implementation of the survey, avoidance, and 
exclusion procedures described in Mitigation Measure BIO-8 and the habitat replacement described 
in Mitigation Measure BIO-3 would reduce the WSX Alternative’s contribution to direct and indirect 
regional impacts on Western Burrowing Owl. However, cumulative loss of suitable habitat for the 
Western Burrowing Owl in the region is considered unavoidable. 
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Construction-Related Contribution 


Impact BIO-Cume-4— Potential for construction-related cumulative impacts. If one or more of 
the projects listed above, including SVRTC and the city’s grade separations project, are constructed 
at the same time as the WSX Alternative, there is potential for cumulative impacts in the following 
areas. 


= Temporary disturbance of habitats, including ruderal forb-grassland, emergent seasonal wetland 
and creek habitat, and riparian forest habitat. 


= Temporary disturbance of Western Burrowing Owl habitat. 


= Temporary disturbance of birds, including swallows and raptors, and their habitat. 


Construction-related impacts would occur at a regional level if construction schedules for any of the 
identified projects overlap in time. This impact has the potential to result in a significant temporary 
impact on special-status wildlife through disturbance to their habitat. However, through the 
regulatory and environmental permitting process, these developments will be required to minimize 
and avoid temporary impacts through approved mitigation measures. For example, the 

WSX Alternative’s contribution to construction-related impacts will be minimized through the 
mitigation measures listed below. 


Incremental contribution to disturbance of habitats is described in Impact BIO-6 (ruderal forb 
grassland), WL-5 (emergent seasonal wetland and creek habitat), and WL-6 (riparian forest). 
Impacts related to habitat disturbance would be effectively minimized by implementing Mitigation 
Measures WL-5(a) (Avoid or minimize disturbance of wetlands and creeks), WL-5(b) (Restore 
disturbed wetland and creek habitat), WL-S(c) (Compensate for temporary loss of wetland and creek 
habitat), WL-6(a) (Minimize disturbance of riparian habitats), and WL-6(b) (If it is not possible to 
avoid work in riparian areas, restore disturbed riparian forest areas). 


Incremental contributions to disturbance of Western Burrowing Owl habitat are described in Impact 
BIO-8—Impacts related to disturbance of Western Burrowing Owl habitat would be addressed by 
implementing Mitigation Measure BIO-8 (Conduct preconstruction surveys for nesting and wintering 
Burrowing Owls and avoid or minimize impacts if owls are present). 


Contributions to disturbance of nesting birds are described in Impacts BIO-9 (raptors), BIO-10 
(raptor nesting habitat), and BIO-11 (swallows). Impacts related to disturbance of nesting birds and 
their habitat would be addressed by implementing Mitigation Measures BIO-9 (Conduct a 
preconstruction survey for nesting special-status raptors and implement measures to avoid or 
minimize impacts if nesting raptors are present), WL-6(a) (Minimize disturbance of riparian habitats 
[addresses impacts on nesting Tree Swallows]), and BIO-11 (Avoid construction during swallow 
nesting season or remove empty nests and prevent new nesting). 


It is assumed that the projects listed above, and SVRTC would also be required to provide mitigation 
measures that reduce the temporary impacts associated with construction under applicable law. 
Therefore, the WSX Alternative’s contribution to construction-related impacts would not represent a 
cumulative impact because all projects in the region will be subject to implementation of 
minimization and avoidance measures similar to those listed above. 
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Contribution of Optional Irvington Station to Cumulative Impacts 


Operational Contribution 


Impact BIO-Cume-5— Potential for loss of ruderal forb-grassland habitat. Development of the 
optional Irvington Station would result in the permanent loss of 7.8 acres of ruderal forb-grassland in 
addition to the acreage lost as a result of the WSX Alternative. This represents a cumulative 
contribution to the ongoing regional loss of habitat for a wide range of common and special-status 
species that depend on Fremont’s remaining open spaces. Loss of 7.8 acres of this habitat is 
considered an unavoidable cumulative impact. 


Construction-Related Contribution 


Impact BIO-Cume-6— Potential for temporary disturbance of nesting special-status raptors. If 
the optional Irvington Station is constructed at the same time as one or more of the projects listed 
above, it has the potential to contribute to cumulative impacts related to temporary disturbance of 
nesting special-status raptors (Impact BIO-9). Mitigation Measure BIO-9 (Conduct a preconstruction 
survey for nesting raptors and implement measures to avoid or minimize impacts if nesting raptors 
are present) would minimize this impact. Consequently, the optional Irvington Station’s potential 
contribution to cumulative construction-related impacts on biological resources is considered 
minimal. 


5.2.9 Cumulative Impacts on Land Use 


The cumulative impacts assessment for land use considers the potential for the WSX Alternative, in 
combination with the projects described above, including two transportation projects (the city’s grade 
separations project and the SVRTC project to the south of the Warm Springs Station), to have 
impacts on the physical environment. Potential physical impacts assessed are the potential to 
adversely effect the efficiency, effectiveness, or productivity of adjacent land uses or to conflict with 
any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project, 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. 


The WSX Alternative would generally use a vacant linear corridor reserved for BART and an 
existing railroad right-of-way. It would not introduce barriers to movement along the alignment nor 
reduce the effectiveness or productivity of adjacent land uses. 


The proposed development projects and those currently under review listed in Table 5-1 would 
provide additional residential, regional, and neighborhood-serving commercial services, as well as 
employment opportunities through development of housing, shopping centers, and light industrial 
developments. When combined, these projects would provide improved connections to 
neighborhoods east and west of the railroad right-of-way and increase housing, commercial, and 
employment resources within the City of Fremont. 


The city’s grade separations project is intended to enhance interaction among communities to the east 
and west of the railroad right-of-way by providing new grade-separated crossings. SVRTC’s 
consistency with local plans and policies in its area of service is being evaluated separately in an 
ongoing federal environmental review process, but no adverse effects on land use were identified in 
the Final EIR. 
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Contribution of Warm Springs Extension to Cumulative Impacts 


Operational Contribution 


Impact LU-Cume-1—Potential cumulative contribution by the WSX Alternative to beneficial 
effects on land use regionally. All of the projects listed in Table 5-1 would be served by the 
WSX Alternative, as they would likely result in increased transit demand associated with the influx 
of new employees at the industrial development and new residents in residential communities. 
Similarly, the WSX Alternative and SVRTC would work in concert to create a rail linkage between 
the South Bay and the rest of the Bay Area. 


As noted in Table 5-1, a proposed general plan amendment is pending (the second application on this 
parcel was made in August 2003 and deemed incomplete in October 2003), for a 19-acre parcel 
situated north of Paseo Padre Parkway between the former SP and WP alignments. The amendment 
would redesignate the parcel from open space to residential. The proposal (referred to as the Paseo 
Padre Estates Project) is for a land use designation change, not for a specific development project. 
The Fremont General Plan identifies the BART alignment as an overlay traversing this parcel, and 
the proposed General Plan Amendment would not alter that overlay. However, for purposes of 
discussing the reasonably foreseeable environmental impacts of potential development, the city’s 
October 2002 draft EIR for the Paseo Padre Estates redesignation identifies a hypothetical 
development proposal for the parcel that could result following the redesignation. 


To the extent that the redesignation of this parcel for residential use as contemplated in the October 
2002 draft EIR may preclude construction of the WSX Alternative, the environmental benefits of the 
WSX Alternative (reduced traffic congestion, air pollution, and energy consumption, as discussed in 
the relevant sections of this document) would not be realized. To the extent that development of 
portions of the parcel following land use redesignation may occur together with the 

WSX Alternative, if the WSX Alternative is adopted by BART, the cumulative result would be that 
the portion of the parcel used for the WSX Alternative would be unavailable for residential 
development. In the absence of a reduced development proposal that would be consistent with the 
BART alignment identified in the Fremont General Plan, potential cumulative effects are too 
speculative for analysis in this document. However, it is likely that reduced development on the 
parcel may reduce the quantitative extent of certain environmental impacts identified therein (such as 
hydrology impacts due to impervious surfaces) but may increase others (such as traffic and 
circulation impacts) compared to the proposal identified in the October 2002 draft EIR. 


Proposed development associated with a new BART station at Warm Springs would likely result in 
changes in land use and increased land use densities in the vicinity of the station. The incremental 
change in land use (i.e., improved efficiency of land uses) brought about by the WSX Alternative in 
concert with future transit-oriented development in the Warm Springs Station area would contribute 
to cumulative beneficial land use impacts in the project area. The WSX Alternative’s incremental 
contributions to cumulative aesthetic, noise-related, and air quality impacts are addressed in Sections 
4.11 (Aesthetics), 4.13 (Noise and Vibration), and 4.14 (Air Quality). Overall, the incremental 
effects of the WSX Alternative on land use are expected to be beneficial with respect to improved 
efficiency of land uses, and the WSX Alternative would not contribute to cumulative impacts. 
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Construction-Related Contribution 


Impact LU-Cume-2— Potential cumulative contribution by the WSX Alternative to 
construction-related effects on regional or localized land use. If two or more large projects are 
constructed during the same time frame, they may result in cumulative regional or localized land use 
impacts related to construction activities. Given the duration of construction expected for the 

WSX Alternative (approximately 4 years), its construction window would likely overlap with those 
of other projects listed in Table 5-1. It could also overlap with construction of SVRTC. The 
construction-related effects of greatest concern with regard to land use typically include traffic 
congestion, increased noise and dust generation, and aesthetic effects. The WSX Alternative’s 
incremental contribution to cumulative impacts in these areas would be minimal based on mitigation 
measures provided in Sections 4.2 (Transportation), 4.10 (Population, Economics, and Housing), 
4.11 (Aesthetics), 4.13 (Noise and Vibration), and 4.14 (Air Quality), and the other projects would be 
required to implement similar mitigations. 


Contribution of Optional Irvington Station to Cumulative Impacts 


Operational Contribution 


Impact LU-Cume-3— Potential cumulative contribution by the optional Irvington Station to 
beneficial effects on land use regionally. Similar to the Warm Springs extension and station, the 
projects listed in Table 5-1 would be served by the optional Irvington Station, as they would likely 
result in increased transit demand associated with the influx of new employees at the industrial 
development and new residents in residential communities. The Irvington Station would provide an 
additional access point to riders in the rail link created by the WSX Alternative and SVRTC between 
the South Bay and the rest of the Bay Area. Proposed development associated with a new BART 
station at Irvington would likely result in changes in land use and increased land use densities in the 
vicinity of the station. The incremental change in land use (i.e. improved efficiency of land uses) of 
the optional Irvington Station in concert with future transit-oriented development in the Warm 
Springs Station area would contribute to cumulative beneficial land use impacts in the project area. 
The Irvington Station’s incremental contributions to cumulative aesthetic and noise-related impacts 
are addressed in Section 4.11 (Aesthetics) and 4.13 (Noise and Vibration). 


Construction-Related Contribution 


Impact LU-Cume-4— Potential cumulative contribution by the optional Irvington Station to 
construction-related effects on regional or localized land use. Construction of the optional 
Irvington Station could overlap with that of other projects listed in Table 5-1, including SVRTC, so 
the Irvington Station has the potential to contribute to cumulative regional or localized land use 
effects related to construction activities. The construction-related effects of greatest concern with 
regard to land use typically include traffic congestion, increased noise and dust generation, and 
aesthetic effects. The Irvington Station’s incremental contribution to cumulative impacts in these 
areas would be minimal based on mitigation measures provided in Sections 4.2 (Transportation), 
4.10 (Population, Economics, and Housing), 4.11 (Aesthetics), 4.13 (Noise and Vibration), and 
4.14 (Air Quality), and the other projects would be required to implement similar mitigations. 
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5.2.10 Cumulative Impacts on Parks and Recreation 


Contribution of WSX Alternative to Cumulative Effects 


Operational Contribution 


Impact PR-Cume-1—Potential cumulative contribution of the WSX Alternative to substantial 
deterioration in park and recreational facilities or programs. 


WSX Alternative. Since none of the related projects described above would be likely to result in 
adverse effects to the parks in the study area, the WSX Alternative would not cause a cumulative 
contribution to substantial deterioration in park and recreational facilities or programs. 


No-Build Alternative. Because it would involve no changes in the environment other than those 
associated with the limited improvements and projects that are already planned, the No-Build 
Alternative would not cause a cumulative contribution to substantial deterioration in park and 
recreational facilities or programs. 


Impact PR-Cume-2—Potential cumulative contribution to the demand for construction or 
expansion of parks or recreational facilities that could have an adverse effect on the 
environment. 


WSX Alternative. The incremental, negligible new employment and housing that could potentially 
be associated with the WSX Alternative would not be so substantial, even in conjunction with new 
population, employment, and housing associated with related projects, to make a cumulative 
contribution to the demand for construction or expansion of parks or recreational facilities that could 
have an adverse effect on the environment. In addition, any new residential development would be 
required to pay impact fees, which include fees for park facilities for new residences. 


No-Build Alternative. Because it would involve no changes in the environment other than those 
associated with the limited improvements and projects that are already planned, the No-Build 
Alternative would not cause a cumulative contribution to construction or expansion of parks or 
recreational facilities that could have an adverse effect on the environment. 


Construction-Related Contribution 


Impact PR-Cume-3—Potential cumulative contribution to creation of construction-related 
disruptions to park and recreation facilities or programs, such as traffic and circulation 
obstructions; noise, dust, and other pollutants; and safety issues. 


WSX Alternative. Since none of the related projects described above would be constructed in the 
vicinity of the parks in the study area, the WSX Alternative would not cause a cumulative 
contribution to creation of construction-related disruptions to park and recreation facilities or 
programs, such as traffic and circulation obstructions; noise, dust, and other pollutants; and safety 
issues. 


No-Build Alternative. Because it would involve no changes in the environment other than those 
associated with the limited improvements and projects that are already planned, the No-Build 
Alternative would cause no cumulative contribution to construction-related disruptions to park and 
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recreation facilities or programs, such as traffic and circulation obstructions; noise, dust, and other 
pollutants; and safety issues. 


Contribution of Optional Irvington Station to Cumulative Effects 


Operational Contribution 


Impact PR-Cume-4—Potential cumulative contribution of the WSX Alternative to substantial 
deterioration in park and recreational facilities or programs due to the optional Irvington 
Station. Because none of the parks in the study area are proximate to the location of the optional 
Irvington Station, the optional Irvington Station would result in no cumulative contribution to 
substantial deterioration in park and recreational facilities or programs. 


Impact PR-Cume-5—Potential cumulative contribution to the demand for construction or 
expansion of parks or recreational facilities that could have an adverse effect on the 
environment due to the optional Irvington Station. The incremental, negligible new employment 
and housing that could potentially be associated with the optional Irvington Station would not be so 
substantial, even in conjunction with new population, employment, and housing associated with 
related projects, to make a cumulative contribution to the demand for construction or expansion of 
parks or recreational facilities that could have an adverse effect on the environment. In addition, any 
new residential development would be required to pay impact fees, which include fees for park 
facilities for new residences. 


Construction-Related Contribution 


Impact PR-Cume-6—Potential cumulative contribution to creation of construction-related 
disruptions to park and recreation facilities or programs, such as traffic and circulation 
obstructions; noise, dust, and other pollutants; and safety issues due to the optional Irvington 
Station. Since none of the related projects described above would be constructed in the vicinity of 
the parks in the study area, the optional Irvington Station would not cause a cumulative contribution 
to creation of construction-related disruptions to park and recreation facilities or programs, such as 
traffic and circulation obstructions; noise, dust, and other pollutants; and safety issues. 


5.2.11 Cumulative Impacts on Population, Economics and 
Housing 


Contribution to Cumulative Impacts 


The cumulative impacts assessment for population, economics, and housing considers the potential 
for the WSX Alternative, in combination with the projects listed in Table 5-1, including two 
transportation projects (the city’s grade separations project and the SVRTC project to the south of the 
Warm Springs Station), as described above, to have impacts on the physical environment. Potential 
physical impacts assessed are disruption or division of an existing community hampering social 
interaction; displacement of businesses and residences; and construction-period disruption to traffic, 
access, and parking within existing communities. 


The WSX Alternative would generally use a vacant linear corridor reserved for BART and an 
existing railroad right-of-way. It would not introduce barriers to movement along the alignment, nor 
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would it introduce changes to community cohesion. The city’s grade separations project is intended 
to enhance interaction among communities to the east and west of the railroad right-of-way by 
providing new grade-separated crossings. The pending and proposed development projects listed in 
Table 5-1 would provide additional residential, regional, and neighborhood-serving commercial 
services, as well as employment opportunities through development of housing, shopping centers, 
and light industrial developments. When combined, these projects would provide improved 
connections to neighborhoods east and west of the railroad right-of-way and increase housing, 
commercial, and employment resources within the City of Fremont. 


Contribution of Warm Springs Extension to Cumulative Impacts 
Operational Contribution 


Impact POP-Cume-1—Potential to displace existing businesses and residences. The 

WSX Alternative, the City of Fremont’s grade separations project, and SVRTC are expected to 
displace existing businesses. The WSX Alternative would displace up to approximately 16 
businesses and no residences; the city’s grade separations project may displace 5 to 10 businesses 
and residences; and the SVRTC project to the south of the Warm Springs Station could displace | to 
5 residences and 72 to 99 businesses (Earth Tech, Inc. et al. 2001; VTA 2005). The city’s grade 
separations project and the SVRTC project are public-agency undertakings; therefore, relocation 
benefits similar to those for the WSX Alternative would be expected to minimize potential relocation 
impacts. 


In addition, approved and pending development projects listed in Table 5-1 would add up to as much 
as 8 million square feet of light industrial and commercial lease space in Fremont, and 51 units of 
special populations housing. When combined with the WSX Alternative and other transportation 
improvements, a net gain in commercial and light industrial development is anticipated. Therefore, 
because cumulative impacts analysis indicates that commercial and light industrial developments will 
be available for businesses as relocation sites, and publicly sponsored projects will provide relocation 
benefits to affected businesses, displacement of commercial and industrial development will not 
result in cumulative impact to which the project would contribute. 


Construction-Related Contribution 


Impact POP-Cume-2— Potential to restrict access and egress to existing businesses, residences, 
and community facilities or to reduce parking supply. The WSX Alternative would contribute to 
cumulative construction-related population, economics, and housing impacts if, when combined with 
the other projects listed in Table 5-1, the WSX Alternative would contribute to restricting access and 
egress to existing businesses, residences, and community facilities or to reducing parking supply. The 
WSX Alternative would not reduce parking supply. The WSX Alternative would contribute to 
construction-period traffic access impacts only in combination with projects under construction 
simultaneously with the WSX Alternative’s construction activities. 


Several of the projects listed in Table 5-1 would either not be under construction at the same time as 
the WSX Alternative or would use different construction access routes. Since the city’s grade 
separations project will be constructed prior to construction of the WSX Alternative, the 

WSX Alternative would not contribute to cumulative impacts in combination with the grade 
separations project. Two of the projects listed in Table 5-1 and located within the general vicinity of 
the WSX Alternative alignment are west of I-880. These projects, Pacific Commons and Fremont 
Materials Recovery Facility, would be expected to use construction access routes outside the 
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WSX Alternative area. Therefore, potential cumulative construction-period access and aggress 
impacts would be avoided. 


However, five approved and pending development projects are located within the general vicinity of 
the WSX Alternative and may use construction access routes similar to those of the 

WSX Alternative. The SVRTC project, which is located adjacent to and to the south of the 

WSX Alternative, may use Mission Boulevard for construction access, which would create a 
potential overlap with the WSX Alternative and approved and pending development projects. 
Should all or a combination of these projects be under construction simultaneously, construction 
vehicles could increase traffic congestion and cause increased wait times at intersections and 
driveways along major roadways in the WSX Alternative area. Implementation of the following 
mitigation measure would reduce construction-related cumulative impacts. 


Mitigation Measure POP-Cume-2—Coordinate access and traffic control during 
construction of cumulative projects. BART will work with the City of Fremont and 
entities constructing other projects if necessary to ensure that the WSX Alternative’s 
construction traffic management plan is adjusted to accommodate any overlapping 
construction traffic from multiple projects. BART will require its contractors to prepare a 
construction traffic management plan (as described in Mitigation Measure TRN-25 in 
Section 4.2, Transportation) that designates truck and equipment access routes to the 
construction site. Contractors will be required to limit construction vehicle and equipment 
traffic to designated access routes. The construction traffic management plan will be 
coordinated with the contractor’s construction sequence so that general timeframes when 
construction vehicles will use designated roadways within the WSX Alternative area (months 
from contractor’s start of construction activities) can be estimated. 


BART will approve the contractor’s construction traffic management plan and submit a copy 
of the approved construction traffic management plan to the City of Fremont. The city can 
use the construction traffic management plan when reviewing building permit applications 
for development projects within the WSX Alternative area should the combined projects 
create the potential for construction traffic generated congestion to block access to existing 
development. 


Contribution of Optional Irvington Station to Cumulative Impacts 
Operational Contribution 


Impact POP-Cume-3— Potential for construction of the Irvington Station to create physical 
barriers to social interactions or to cause displacements. The optional Irvington Station would 
not contribute to cumulative impacts on population, economics, and housing, because the station 
would not create physical barriers to social interactions and would not require business or residential 
displacements beyond those identified for the WSX Alternative. See discussion above under Impact 
POP-8 (Section 4.10, Population and Housing). 


Construction-Related Contribution 


Impact POP-Cume-4— Potential for construction of the Irvington Station to restrict access and 
egress to existing businesses, residences, and community facilities or to reduce parking supply. 
Cumulative impacts associated with construction of the optional Irvington Station would be similar 
to those of the WSX Alternative, as identified above. Construction-related impacts from the 
combined cumulative projects could result in traffic congestion that restricts access and egress to 
existing businesses, residences, and facilities in the vicinity of the optional Irvington Station. 
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Implementation of Mitigation Measure POP-Cume-2 would reduce construction-related cumulative 
impacts. 


Mitigation Measure POP-Cume-2—Coordinate access and traffic control during 
construction of cumulative projects. This mitigation measure is described above. 


5.2.12 Cumulative Impacts on Aesthetics 


Contribution to Cumulative Impacts 


The analysis of cumulative impacts on visual quality includes the projects listed in Table 5-1. 


Contribution of Warm Springs Extension to Cumulative Impacts 


Impact A-Cume-1—Potential for WSX Alternative to result in a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to visual impacts. As vacant and underutilized areas along the alignment are 
developed for residential, commercial, industrial, or community uses, the visual character and quality 
of the area will appear more urban and built up. The following approved or proposed projects would 
result in changes in the visual character of the North Industrial Visual Analysis Area portion of the 
WSX Alternative corridor: Skyway Court business center (Skyway Court and Osgood Road), 
development at the Wal-Mart site (Osgood Road near Skyway Court), Bailey Farms and Business 
Center (Auto Mall Parkway at Technology Drive), and Fremont Business Center (Fremont Boulevard 
and Old Warm Springs Boulevard). These projects would intensify development in the 

WSX Alternative corridor by constructing commercial and industrial uses on previously undeveloped 
parcels, and would therefore contribute to the alteration of the visual quality in the project vicinity. 


Although the WSX Alternative’s visual impacts as discussed above would be mitigated with the 
measures identified in this EIS, the residual impact after mitigation could, together with other 
projects, contribute to changes in the visual setting. However, the City of Fremont will require 
applicable local design and aesthetic conditions on the other development projects in the area, which 
is expected to either reduce the cumulative contribution of those projects or result in a net 
improvement in cumulative overall visual quality in the WSX Alternative corridor. 


Two of the projects listed above, Skyway Court and the Wal-Mart site are adjacent to the 

WSX Alternative corridor. Skyway Court is a series of four light industrial buildings and Wal-Mart 
was a planned big-box retail establishment. Both project sites are located in an area zoned for 
industrial use and neither project proposed a residential component. Therefore, given the nature of 
the existing and proposed development, a cumulative visual encroachment impact is not expected. 


Other transportation and transit projects proposed within the WSX Alternative area are the City of 
Fremont’s grade separations project and SVRTC. No cumulative visual impacts are expected to 
occur in conjunction with these projects. The city’s proposed grade separations project will not 
result in a visual impact on Paseo Padre Parkway and Washington Boulevard/Osgood Road, but it 
will involve the removal of railroad crossings from existing at-grade streetscapes. These changes 
would benefit the visual character and quality of the area. Therefore, the WSX Alternative, in 
conjunction with the city’s grade separations projects, would not substantially degrade the existing 
visual character or quality of Paseo Padre Parkway or Washington Boulevard nor damage scenic 
resources or natural elements near these scenic roads. 
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Because the proposed alignment for SVRTC would be located entirely to the south of the 

WSX Alternative, the only cumulative impacts likely to occur in conjunction with the 

WSX Alternative would be construction related. If the timing of construction for any of the various 
cumulative projects were to overlap with that of the WSX Alternative, cumulative construction- 
related visual impacts could occur. Due to the linear nature of the WSX Alternative, the only 
projects that could have cumulative visual construction effects are Wal-Mart, Skyway Court, and 
SVRTC. Wal-Mart and Skyway Court are adjacent to sections of the WSX Alternative alignment 
where the chief construction activities would be constructing a gap breaker station, grading the 
railroad bed, and placing the BART tracks. These are relatively minor construction activities and the 
related visual impacts would be negligible and would not contribute to cumulative visual impacts. 
The terminus of the SVRTC project would be approximately 1,400 feet south of the Warm Springs 
Station site, where the two alignments would meet. Due to this distance between the construction 
around the Warm Springs Station and the closest SVRTC construction, cumulative visual 
construction impacts are not expected. 


Contribution of the Optional Irvington Station to Cumulative Impacts 


Impact A-Cume-2—Potential for construction of Irvington Station to result in a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to visual impacts. The City of Fremont’s grade separations project 
along Washington Boulevard is the only approved or proposed project in the vicinity of the Irvington 
Station. Construction of the grade separations project and the optional Irvington Station would 
change the visual character of the Washington Boulevard/Osgood Road area. The combination of the 
elevated intersection and the Irvington Station, with its pedestrian concourse over Osgood Road, 
would add new visual elements to the scene. As illustrated in Figures 4.11-7 and 4.11-10 

(Section 4.11, Aesthetics), the existing visual environment has many visually unrelated objects 
(residences, industrial structures, old automobiles, disjointed landscaping, etc.). The cumulative 
development would not detract from the existing scene, but would replace many of the disjointed 
elements with a more unified visual environment. 


Therefore, the cumulative effect of the optional Irvington Station in combination with the city’s 
grade separations project would not result in a cumulative adverse visual impact. 


5.2.13 Cumulative Impacts on Cultural Resources 
Contribution of Warm Springs Extension to Cumulative Impacts 


Operational Contribution 


Impact CR-Cume-1—Potential for damage to archaeological resources. There is potential for 
the WSX Alternative, together with other projects, to contribute to cumulative impacts on important 
archaeological resources. However, such contribution would be considered minimal after 
implementation of the site-specific mitigation measures described in Section 4.12, Cultural 
Resources: Mitigation Measures CR-2(a) (Prepare and implement MOA and treatment plan for 
APE), CR-2(b) (Conduct geomorphological research and subsurface investigations, including 
backhoe trenching), CR-2(c) (Conduct subsurface testing, data recovery, and reporting for CA-ALA- 
343CR-2[d]), CR-2(d) (Stop work if buried cultural deposits are encountered during construction 
activities), and CR-5 (Preserve and interpret structural remains of Gallegos Winery and associated 
features). In general, data recovery efforts that are carried out according to professional standards are 


BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006 
Final Environmental Impact Report 5-35 
Volume 1 J&S 04071.04 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Chapter 5. Other NEPA Considerations 


sufficient to mitigate impacts on archaeological resources. In addition, other projects will also be 
required to mitigate their impacts on cultural resources in accordance with professional standards. 
Any remaining impacts after mitigation would not be expected to be adverse, and the WSX 
Alternative would not result in an adverse contribution to a cumulative impact. 


Impact CR-Cume-2— Potential for damage to William Y. Horner House. The WSX Alternative 
has the potential to cause an adverse impact on the Horner House, a historically significant building. 
Vibration impacts associated with operation of the WSX Alternative could cause structural damage 
to the Homer House, which is a residential building that has been identified as a significant historical 
resource. However, Mitigation Measure N-2 has been incorporated into the project to reduce this 
impact. Only one project included in the cumulative impacts assessment, the Deaf Senior Retirement 
Corporation housing development at Driscoll Road south of Valero Road, is in the vicinity of the 
Horner House. The housing development would not be expected to generate ongoing vibration 
impacts on nearby properties. Therefore, because the WSX Alternative’s vibration impacts on the 
Horner House would be mitigated and no other known projects would contribute to vibration impacts 
at the Horner House, the WSX Alternative would not result in an adverse contribution to a 
cumulative impact. 


Mitigation Measure N-2—Implement vibration-reducing measures at vibration- 
sensitive land uses in the WSX Alternative corridor. This mitigation measure is described 
in Section 4.13, Noise and Vibration. 


Construction-Related Contribution 

The permanent effects of construction activities required to implement the WSX Alternative are 
considered operational impacts, because these effects would persist throughout the lifetime of the WSX 
Alternative. Therefore, the WSX Alternative’s contribution to cumulative construction-related impacts is 
discussed above under Operational Contribution. The WSX Alternative is not expected to contribute to 
additional (temporary) cumulative effects on cultural resources. 


Contribution of Optional Irvington Station to Cumulative Impacts 


Impact CR-Cume-3—Potential impact on cultural resources: Gallegos Winery structure and 
Ford House. Ongoing development in the region, unrelated to the BART project, has resulted in the 
destruction and alteration of many cultural resources in the area over time. If the optional Irvington 
Station results in adverse impacts to cultural resources, then the project would make a contribution to 
the ongoing, cumulative loss of cultural resources. 


Implementation of the optional Irvington Station would result in the construction of a pedestrian 
walkway and parking lot on the Gallegos property that would result in a loss of historic setting to the 
structural remains of the winery and associated features, thereby altering them to such a degree that 
the ability of the site to convey its significance would be materially impaired. 


Implementation of the optional Irvington Station would result in new construction on the Ford House 
property, thereby resulting in a loss of historic setting. The Irvington Station would alter the Ford 
House parcel to such a degree, that the ability of the building to convey its significance as a residence 
would be materially impaired. 


Construction of the Irvington Station has the potential to contribute to the cumulative loss of historic 
architecture in the area. However, mitigation measures for preserving and interpreting the Gallegos 
Winery ruins (Mitigation Measure CR-5) and reusing and rehabilitating the Ford House property 
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according to Secretary of Interior Standards (Mitigation Measure CR-6) have been incorporated into 
the project design and would minimize any adverse cumulative impacts. 


The optional Irvington Station’s contribution to cumulative construction-related impacts is discussed 
above under Operational Contribution, because any such impacts would persist throughout the 
lifetime of the optional Irvington Station. The WSX Alternative is not expected to contribute to 
additional (temporary) cumulative impacts on cultural resources. 


5.2.14 Cumulative Impacts on Noise and Vibration 


Criteria for Cumulative Impacts 


The cumulative noise impact analysis for the WSX Alternative was based on the criteria defined in 
the FTA’s guidance manual, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (Federal Transit 
Administration 1995). These criteria are used by BART to assess cumulative noise impacts. The 
WSX Alternative’s contribution to cumulative noise impacts is determined by combining the 
anticipated future cumulative background noise level, expressed in Lan, with the projected Lan 
produced by operation of BART trains. Determination of the future cumulative background noise 
level is based on the existing background noise level and the effect on noise of the list of approved 
and pending development projects in Fremont. Surface-street traffic generally governs the 
background noise level in the project area. A comparison of existing traffic volumes to predicted 
2025 traffic volumes that takes into account approved and pending development projects indicates 
that the background noise level in the project area will typically not change by more than | dB. 
Accordingly, the future cumulative background noise level is considered to be the same as the 
existing background noise level. This is typical for this type of developed urban setting. The 
cumulative impact assessment for noise considers the potential for the WSX Alternative, in 
combination with the projects described above, to have impacts on the physical environment. 


Contribution of Warm Springs Extension to Cumulative Impacts 


Operational Contribution 

Since the noise and vibration impacts analyses in this EIS are based on future background noise level 
resulting from 2025 traffic volumes, the cumulative noise impacts of all such developments are 
included, and additional analysis of potential cumulative effects of specific projects would be 
redundant. Accordingly, the following assessment presents the combined effects of future 
groundborne vibration in conjunction with the WSX Alternative (and optional Irvington Station) and 
SVRTC. 


Impact N-Cume-1—Contribution to cumulative vibration impacts on vibration-sensitive 
receptors. Most of the approved and pending development projects would not contribute to 
groundborne vibration impacts in the study area. Operation of the SVRTC project would contribute 
to groundborne vibration impacts in the southern end of the study area because it would generate 
groundborne vibration at a level similar to the WSX Alternative. However, SVRTC would not 
actually generate additional vibration in the WSX Alternative area; the vibration from SVRTC would 
be the same as that from the WSX Alternative because it would be the same cars running on the same 
track for the same duration. SVRTC would result in vibration impacts in a new geographical area 
not affected by the WSX Alternative. 
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The UP freight rail switching yard serving NUMMI, which is immediately adjacent on the west side 
of the site where the two projects would meet, would contribute to potential cumulative groundborne 
vibration impacts. Since land uses in this area are industrial and commercial, there are no vibration- 
sensitive receptors located in the immediate vicinity. Therefore, implementation of the 

WSX Alternative would not contribute to cumulative groundborne vibration impacts on vibration- 
sensitive receptors. No mitigation for cumulative groundborne vibration impacts is required. 


Construction-Related Contribution 


Impact N-Cume-2—Cumulative contribution to cumulative construction-related noise and 
vibration impacts. Noise and vibration from construction of the WSX Alternative will be highly 
localized and will be mitigated through the implementation of Mitigation Measures N-4(a) (Employ 
noise-reducing construction practices), N-4(b) (Disseminate essential information to residences and 
implement a complaint response/tracking program), and N-5 (Employ vibration-reducing 
construction practices). It is not anticipated that construction of other projects listed in Table 5-1 will 
occur at the same time and in the same location as construction of the WSX Alternative. For these 
reasons, no cumulative construction noise or vibration impacts are anticipated. 


Contribution of Optional Irvington Station to Cumulative Impacts 
Operational Contribution 


Because BART operations with the optional Irvington Station would be the same as the 

WSX Alternative without the Irvington Station, the cumulative operational noise and vibration 
impacts of the WSX Alternative with the optional Irvington Station are predicted to be the same as 
those for the WSX Alternative without the station. 


Construction-Related Contribution 


For the same reasons presented above for the WSX Alternative without the optional Irvington 
Station, no cumulative construction noise or vibration impacts are anticipated for the WSX 
Alternative with the optional Irvington Station. 


5.2.15 Cumulative Impacts on Air Quality 


Contribution of Warm Springs Extension to Cumulative Impacts 
Operational Contribution 


Impact AIR-Cume-1—Effects of cumulative projects on ROG, NOx, and PM10 emissions from 
mobile sources. The results of regional air quality modeling for the WSX Alternative, described in 
Section 4.14, Air Quality, include the contributions to air quality from projected development that is 
incorporated into the model. Increases in transit ridership would reduce automobile VMT. 
Accordingly, the results in Tables 4.14-4 and 4.14-5 (Section 4.14, Air Quality) demonstrate that the 
WSX Alternative would have cumulative beneficial effects on air quality because it reduces regional 
air emissions. 


However, the projections of general regional growth that are incorporated into the regional modeling 
analysis presented in Tables 4.14-4 and 4.14-5 (Section 4.14, Air Quality) do not include the 
proposed SVRTC project. Additional modeling analysis was performed in order to evaluate the 
potential cumulative effect on air quality of the WSX Alternative together with the SVRTC project 
(as well as regional growth). As indicated on Tables 5-3 and 5-4, the WSX Alternative along with 
the SVRTC improvements would decrease ROG, NO, and PM10 emissions in 2025 as compared to 
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the no project condition. The cumulative increase in transit ridership would further reduce 
automobile VMT. 


Comparison of Tables 5-10 and 5-11 to 4.14-4 and 4.14-5 (Section 4.14, Air Quality) shows that the 
WSX Alternative together with SVRTC would also decrease ROG and PM10 in 2025 compared to 
the WSX Alternative alone. However, NOx emissions for the WSX Alternative together with 
SVRTC would be similar to those for the WSX Alternative alone, and would increase for the 

WSX Alternative with optional Irvington Station together with SVRTC compared to the 

WSX Alternative with optional Irvington Station alone. The reason for this result is that, under the 
cumulative scenarios with SVRTC, projected VMT for buses would increase slightly relative to 
VMT for automobiles (as feeder bus service is added to serve the new BART stations), and buses 
emit higher levels of NO, than automobiles. 


In sum, the cumulative effect of the WSX Alternative together with the SVRTC project, if it were 
adopted, would result in regional air quality benefits. 


Table 5-10. Cumulative Mobile Source Emissions Resulting from WSX Alternative plus 
Proposed SVRTC Project (pounds/day) 


ROG NO, PM10 
2025 No Build 14,029 34,232 175,548 
2025 WSX Alternative plus SVRTC 13,942 34,192 174,331 
2025 WSX Alternative with Irvington Station plus 
SVRTC 13,961 34,224 174,590 


Source: EMFAC 2001; Vehicle Miles Traveled, DKS Associates 2002 


Table 5-11. Cumulative Mobile Source Emissions Resulting from WSX Alternative plus 
Proposed SVRTC Project (tons/year) 


ROG NO, PM10 
2025 No Build 3,089 7,229 32,038 
2025 WSX Alternative plus SVRTC 3,070 7,218 31,816 
2025 WSX Alternative with Irvington Station plus 
SVRTC 3,074 7,225 31,863 


Source: EMFAC 2001; Vehicle Miles Traveled, DKS Associates 2002 


Construction-Related Contribution 


Impact AIR-Cume-2— Potential for construction of WSX Alternative to contribute to 
cumulatively considerable air quality impacts. Air quality impacts related to the construction of 
the WSX Alternative would be mitigated using the required mitigation measures from BAAQMD. 
Other projects that may be undergoing construction in the vicinity of the WSX Alternative in the 
same time frame (including the northern portion of the SVRTC, if that project is adopted and if 
construction of its northern portion overlaps with construction of the Warm Springs station) would 
also be required to incorporate the BAAQMD mitigation measures. Assuming BAAQMD’s 
mitigation measures are implemented for all projects, those measures are designed to be sufficient to 
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reduce cumulative air quality impacts. Accordingly, based on implementation of Mitigation Measure 
AIR-1 (Implement dust and vehicle control measures) throughout the construction phase, no 
contribution to cumulative impacts would result. 


Contribution of Optional Irvington Station to Cumulative Impacts 
Operational Contribution 


Impact AIR-Cume-3—Effects of cumulative projects on ROG, NO,, and PM10 emissions from 
mobile sources. Additional increases in transit ridership associated with the Irvington Station would 
further reduce automobile VMT. Accordingly, the results in Tables 4.14-4 and 4.14-5 (Section 4.14, 
Air Quality) demonstrate that the WSX Alternative would have cumulative beneficial effects on air 
quality, since it reduces regional air emissions. 


As noted above, the projections of general regional growth that are incorporated into the regional 
modeling analysis presented in Tables 4.14-4 and 4.14-5 (Section 4.14, Air Quality) do not include 
the proposed SVRTC project. Tables 5-10 and 5-11 show that the WSX Alternative with Irvington 
Station along with the SVRTC improvements (as well as regional growth) would further decrease 
ROG, NO, and PM10 emissions in 2025 as compared to the no project condition. Therefore, the 
cumulative effect of the WSX Alternative with Irvington Station, together with the SVRTC project if 
it were adopted, would result in regional air quality benefits. 


Construction-Related Contribution 


Impact AIR-Cume-4— Potential for construction of WSX Alternative to result in cumulatively 
considerable air quality impacts related to construction of optional Irvington Station. This 
impact is similar to Impact AIR-Cume-?, as described above, but would apply to construction 
activities associated with the optional Irvington Station. Air quality impacts related to the 
construction of the WSX Alternative with Irvington Station and other projects would be mitigated 
using the required mitigation measures from BAAQMD. Assuming implementation of Mitigation 
Measure AIR-6 (described above) throughout the construction phase of the WSX Alternative and 
other projects, construction is not expected to contribute to cumulative impacts. 


5.2.16 Cumulative Impacts on Energy Resources 


Operational Contribution 


Impact E-Cume-1—Contributions of WSX Alternative (without and with the optional 
Irvington Station) to overall energy usage. The results of regional energy budget modeling for the 
WSX Alternative, both with and without the optional Irvington Station, described under Impacts E-1 
and E-5 in Section 4.15, Energy, include the contribution to energy consumption from projected 
development that is incorporated into the model. Increases in transit ridership would reduce 
automobile VMT. Accordingly, the WSX Alternative, both with and without the Irvington Station, 
would have a beneficial effect on the overall regional energy budget, as shown by the discussion of 
Impacts El and ES. Therefore, with or without the optional Irvington Station, the WSX Alternative 
would have a beneficial impact on the region’s cumulative energy budget. No further analysis or 
mitigation is required for Impacts E-1 and E-S. 


The projections of general regional growth that are incorporated into the regional modeling analysis 
presented under Impacts E-1 and E-5 do not include the proposed SVRTC project. Additional 
modeling analysis was performed to evaluate the potential cumulative effect on the regional energy 
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budget by the WSX Alternative in conjunction with the SVRTC project (as well as regional growth). 
As indicated on Table 4.15-2 (Section 4.15, Energy), the WSX Alternative in addition to the SVRTC 
improvements would further decrease regional energy consumption, as compared to the no action 
condition, because the cumulative increase in transit ridership would further reduce automobile 
VMT. Compared to the No Build, the WSX Alternative together with SRVTC project would save 
approximately 1.75 trillion BTUs. Compared to the No Build, the SRVTC project with the optional 
Irvington Station included would save approximately 1.34 trillion BTUs. Therefore, together with 
the SVRTC project, the cumulative effect of the WSX Alternative, both with and without the 
optional Irvington Station, if adopted, would result in a regional energy benefit. 


Impact E-Cume-2—Contributions of the WSX Alternative (without and with the optional 
Irvington Station) to peak- and base-period electricity demand. As discussed in the analysis 
conducted in Section 4.15, Energy, for Impact E-3 and E-7, the increased demand the 

WSX Alternative, both with and without the optional Irvington Station, puts on the Cal-ISO 
electrical transmission grid could have an impact, depending on how much the transmission system is 
improved prior to implementation of the WSX Alternative. Because no mitigation is available to 
reduce this impact, it is considered an unavoidable impact. In addition, this project in conjunction 
with other projects in the area, including those listed in Table 5-1, would have the potential to exceed 
projected electricity supply. Therefore, the WSX Alternative could contribute to cumulative effects 
on electricity demand, and could, in conjunction with other growth in the area, potentially exceed 
energy supply, which would be an unavoidable impact. 


Construction-Related Contribution 


Impact E-Cume-3—Effects of construction of the WSX Alternative on the consumption of 
nonrenewable energy resources. The total construction time for the WSX Alternative (without and 
with the optional Irvington Station) and the cumulative projects is anticipated to extend beyond 4 
years. Construction impacts on energy consumption would be temporary and would be spread over 
several years. The energy consumed during construction of the WSX Alternative would not result in 
consumption of nonrenewable energy resources in a wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary manner 
with implementation of Mitigation Measure E-4 (Develop and implement construction energy 
conservation plan) as described in Section 4.15, Energy. It is also assumed that other projects will 
adopt best practices for energy conservation. Therefore, the WSX Alternative in conjunction with 
the projects listed in Table 5-1 would not contribute to a cumulative effect on the consumption of 
nonrenewable energy resources. 


5.2.17 Cumulative Impacts on Utilities and Public Services 


When considered along with other the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects listed 
in Table 5-1, construction of the WSX Alternative, both with and without the optional Irvington 
Station, may result in cumulative regional or localized utility and public services impacts related to 
construction activities. Given the duration of construction expected for the WSX Alternative 
(approximately 4 years), its construction window would likely overlap with those of other projects 
list in Table 5-1. It could also overlap with construction of the SVRTC. The construction-related 
effect of greatest concern with regard to utilities and public services is typically accidental service 
disruptions. Mitigation measures for utilities and public services are provided in Section 4.15. Each 
of the other construction projects in the project area will be required to comply with similar legally 
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enforceable measures relating to utilities and public services. These measures applied to each project 
would minimize the potential impacts from each; therefore, there would be no cumulative impact. 


5.2.18 Cumulative Impacts on Safety and Security 


The WSX Alternative and the SVRTC are expected to add eight transit stations (plus two optional 
stations) in the region, which may affect the demand for local police protection or community 
services. However, BART would provide public and project security during operation of the WSX 
Alternative and the SVRTC on its vehicles and station areas. In addition, BART’s System Safety 
Department administers a comprehensive and coordinated System Safety Program in order to 
identify, control, and resolve potential hazards during the design, development, and operation of 
transit service. Moreover, BART will prepare a Safety and Security Certification Plan for the WSX 
in accordance with FTA guidelines and BART’s System Safety Department certification procedures, 
and the certification plan will be submitted to the California Public Utilities Commission. 


There are also potential cumulative impacts for the WSX Alternative, (with or without the optional 
Irvington Station) since it would place an incremental increase in demand on safety and security 
programs during construction. Several of the projects listed in Table 5-1 would either be under 
construction at the same time as the WSX Alternative or would be located within the general vicinity 
of the WSX Alternative. Should all or some combination of these projects be under construction 
simultaneously, construction could increase traffic congestion and affect the response times of 
emergency personnel to these construction sites in the event of an accident. Mitigation measures for 
safety and security are provided in Chapter 4.16. Each of the other projects in the project area will be 
required to comply with similar legally enforceable measures relating to the security impacts of that 
project. These measures applied to each project would minimize the potential impacts from each; 
therefore, that there would be no cumulative impact. 


5.2.19 Cumulative Impacts on Environmental Justice 


Taking into consideration the effects of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects 
in the vicinity of the WSX Alternative alignment, neither construction nor operation of the WSX 
Alternative (with or without the optional Irvington Station) would result in cumulative impacts 
related to environmental justice. Environmental justice concerns would arise if the WSX Alternative 
resulted in disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects. As the 
analysis of environmental justice considerations in Section 4.18 notes, the factors that must be 
considered in determining whether effects are disproportionately high and adverse are whether (1) 
the effects of the WSX Alternative are predominately borne by a minority or low-income population, 
or (2) the effects of the WSX Alternative are appreciably more severe or greater in magnitude on 
minority or low-income populations compared to the effects on non-minority or non-low-income 
populations. A corresponding assessment of potential cumulative effects depends on whether (1) the 
effects of the WSX Alternative and related projects taken together are predominately borne by a 
minority or low-income population, or (2) the effects of the WSX Alternative and related projects 
taken together are appreciably more severe or greater in magnitude on minority or low-income 
populations compared to the effects on non-minority or non-low-income populations, and (3) the 
effects of the WSX Alternative and related projects taken together are appreciably more severe or 
greater in magnitude on minority or low-income populations compared to the effects on non-minority 
or non-low-income populations. 
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None of the required factors above appears to be satisfied in this case. First, as was documented in 
Section 4.18, the study area and indeed the entire Bay Area region are characterized by a plurality of 
different population groups, with many areas (including the study area) having “majority minority” 
populations. There is no evidence to suggest that the WSX Alternative or any of the related projects 
bear any particular relationship to the demographic characteristics of the communities surrounding 
them. Except for those goals of the WSX Alternative related to serving transit-dependent population 
groups, the purposes and needs underlying the WSX Alternative and the other related projects are 
generally associated with factors having little or nothing to do with the make-up of the local and 
regional population. Second, the effects of the WSX Alternative and the related projects, whether 
individually or taken as a group, cannot be said to be markedly different in relative character, 
duration, or likelihood with respect to any population groups. These are effects that are not 
uncommon to any population group in an urbanized area. Finally, it is unlikely that the effects of the 
WSX Alternative and the related projects would contribute to adverse cumulative effects after 
mitigation, project enhancements, and other offsetting benefits are taken into account. For all of 
these reasons, no adverse cumulative effects related to environmental justice are anticipated. 


5.3 Indirect Effects 


Pursuant to Section 1502.16(b) of the CEQ NEPA Regulations, an EIS must address the indirect 
effects of a proposed action. Indirect effects are defined as effects: 


...which are caused by the action and are later in time or farther removed in distance, but are still 
reasonably foreseeable. Indirect effects may include growth inducing effects and other effects 
related to induced changes in the pattern of land use, population density or growth rates, and 
related effects on air and water and other natural systems, including ecosystems. 


The following analysis evaluates whether the WSX Alternative would indirectly induce economic, 
population, or housing growth within the WSX Alternative’s surrounding environment. Information 
used to support conclusions in this analysis was derived from ABAG, BART, and the City of 
Fremont’s adopted General Plan and General Plan EIR. 


5.3.1 Growth, Land Use, and Transportation Systems 


Growth rates and patterns within an area are influenced by various local, regional, and nationwide 
forces that reflect ongoing social, economic, and technological changes. Ultimately, the amount and 
location of population growth and economic development that occurs within a specific area is 
regulated by city and county governments through zoning, land use plans and policies, and decisions 
regarding development applications. Local government and other regional, state, and federal 
agencies also make decisions regarding the provision of infrastructure (e.g., transportation facilities, 
water facilities, sewage facilities) that may influence growth rates and the location of future 
development. 


Transportation projects can have a wide range of growth-inducing effects. A project may hasten 
growth in certain areas, retard it in other areas, intensify growth in certain locations, or shift growth 
from one locality to another. Generally, transportation improvements support growth, whereas land 
use development generates new travel demand and therefore supports the need for new transportation 
facility capacity. Transportation infrastructure is one component of the overall infrastructure that 
may serve to accommodate planned growth. This infrastructure may also serve to accelerate or shift 
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planned growth or encourage and intensify unplanned growth (i.e., growth not specifically identified 
in an adopted general or specific plan) within an area (San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
1991). 


Extension of urban services or transportation facilities into previously unserved or underserved areas, 
or removal of obstacles to growth and development, are considered factors that contribute to growth 
inducement. However, existing ABAG projections include substantial future population and 
employment growth in the Fremont area over the next 20 years, as detailed in Section 4.10 
(Population, Economics, and Housing). The WSX Alternative is planned to serve the existing 
corridor’s transit needs as well as accommodate this planned future development. 


Generally, extension of rail transit systems, such as BART, into communities has the effect of 
concentrating growth into infill areas and producing positive economic benefits to a community. 
More compact development is made possible by the high-volume service of BART-type rail transit 
systems, creating less urban sprawl than would be the case if all development were auto-oriented. 
This more compact style of development is a key principle of “smart growth.” Smart growth is a 
movement to foster responsible land use development patterns and growth that benefits the economy, 
community, and the environment. Some of the characteristics of smart growth include mixed land 
uses, compact building designs, a range of types of housing choices, walkable neighborhoods, 
preservation of open space and farmland, and a range of transportation choices. Transit-oriented 
development is a key component of smart growth. (Sedway Group 1999.) 


5.3.2 Regional Growth and BART Ridership 


This section provides a discussion of regional growth and regional BART ridership trends. Because 
BART is a multi-jurisdictional provider of mass public transit services in the Bay Area’s complex 
transportation system, the effects of the WSX Alternative on growth inducement must first be 
discussed in the context of regional population and ridership trends. 


Based on ABAG’s 2002 projections, the population in the nine Bay Area counties will increase by 
1.4 million from 2002 to 2025, which is comparable to the rate of growth estimated from 1980 to 
2000. Although recent downturns in the local economy indicate that short-term job growth in the 
Bay Area is limited, the long-term forecast for additional jobs is far more substantial: an additional 
1,180,000 jobs are expected to be added through 2025 (Association of Bay Area Governments 2001). 
Housing costs and overall affordable-housing shortage trends are expected to continue during this 
timeframe, leading to a higher likelihood of infill development and longer commutes, which in turn 
leads to demands for improved roadway capacity and mass transportation systems. Growth is 
anticipated in the Bay Area regardless of whether the WSX Alternative and other transit projects are 
constructed. However, the environmentally superior type of growth associated with smart growth is 
less likely to occur if the WSX Alternative and other transit projects are not constructed. The 
location, intensity, and forms of growth can shift to take advantage of the regional access afforded by 
transit improvements, resulting in more potential for smart growth development. 


BART rail ridership has increased incrementally since the inception of service in 1972. This was 
attributable to an expanding economy in the late 1990s, a high level of employment, substantially 
increased roadway congestion, higher gasoline prices, and the opening of eight new BART stations 
since 1995. This trend in increasing demand for BART is expected to continue as the region grows 
in the future (San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 2001). The WSX Alternative is 
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expected to contribute to these ridership trends given projected long-term growth within southern 
Alameda and northern Santa Clara counties. 


5.3.3 Growth-Inducing Impacts of the WSX Alternative 


The analysis in Sections 5.3.4—5.3.6 below concludes that the WSX Alternative would result in the 
following: 


= Noeffect on growth overall in the Bay Area region (Section 5.3.4). 


= Potential for indirect adverse growth-related impacts in the local study area (Section 5.3.5). 


= Potential for indirect positive contribution to smart growth patterns in the local study area 
(Section 5.3.6). 


5.3.4 Regional Growth Inducement 


BART?’s original vision was to shape regional economic growth on a large-scale, area-wide basis. 
An explicit goal was to encourage and support large economic and redevelopment plans in the 
downtown areas of San Francisco and Oakland and in suburban centers along major corridors— 
effectively becoming “an integrated transit system that the Bay Area needed” (Sedway Group 1999). 
Thirty years later, the original economic focus of Bay Area rail investments has largely succeeded; 
San Francisco and Oakland’s central business districts added millions of square feet of office uses 
during the 1970s and 1980s. However, many expectations of growth in outlying areas did not occur, 
even in planning policy, until quite recently. 


As mixed-use centers became accepted by the development community in the mid-1980s, 
commercial and employment-oriented development occurred more frequently around several 
suburban centers, notably Concord, Hayward and Walnut Creek. As the Bay Area’s chronic housing 
shortage worsened, and given that many BART stations exist in redevelopment areas, more multi- 
family housing, especially affordable housing, began to be included near BART stations (Cervero et 
al. 1995). 


A large number of general plan updates and redevelopment plan amendments occurred in cities 
around the Bay Area during the mid to late 1990s, some of which had not been substantially revised 
for decades. With the refinement of smart growth principles in urban design and planning, the focus 
shifted to transit-oriented development with higher employment and housing densities within 
walking distance of rail stations. The late 1990s economic boom led to the creation of many transit- 
oriented development plans, which ultimately were adopted into updated general plans (BART 
Planning Department 2002). 


The WSX Alternative is designed to serve the current and planned growth in population, housing, 
and employment in the next 15 to 20 years in the regional South Bay Area (southern Alameda and 
Santa Clara Counties). The WSX Alternative would provide a key segment in the Bay Area’s 
regional rail transportation network between San Francisco, the East Bay, and the South Bay by 
providing a link as part of the plans for an integrated system between BART, AC Transit District, 
and VTA. The additional 16.3 miles of BART service would be extended from the proposed Warm 
Springs Station terminus to near 28" and East Santa Clara streets in San Jose on the UP alignment. 
The alignment would then proceed below grade in a subway under downtown San Jose and terminate 


BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006 
Final Environmental Impact Report 5-45 
Volume 1 J&S 04071.04 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Chapter 5. Other NEPA Considerations 


near the Caltrain commuter rail station in Santa Clara. The extension would include seven stations 
and one future station in Santa Clara County. The new stations would be located at 
Montague/Capitol, Berryessa, Alum Rock, Civic Plaza/San Jose State University, Market Street, 
Diridon/Arena, and Santa Clara. This BART service extension would also include a future station 
near Calaveras Boulevard in Milpitas. 


On a regional level, MTC has determined that the region-wide transportation improvements in the 
Bay Area (specifically those included in MTC’s 2001 Regional Transportation Plan, such as the 
WSX Alternative, SVRTC project, etc.), would not have a significant growth-inducement effect in 
the Bay Area because the proposed transportation systems lag behind the growth that has already 
occurred in the Bay Area. MTC has determined that these transportation improvements are 
consistent with projected and planned growth in the region overall and would not adversely alter land 
designated for future development in existing local plans (Dyett & Bhatia 2001). MTC, in 
conjunction with ABAG and other regional agencies, has since created a smart growth approach to 
planning regional transportation improvements that support updated general plans, redevelopment 
plans, and concept plans with a transit-oriented development focus (Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission 2002, Association of Bay Area Governments 2002). 


5.3.5 Indirect Adverse Growth-Inducing Impacts in the 
Local Study Area 


The WSX Alternative would indirectly induce growth in southern Fremont through several means, 
including alleviating highly congested transportation systems; improving access to existing 
neighborhoods, civic resources, and employment centers from regional public transit that may grow 
as a result; and providing incentive for development on vacant and underutilized land in the vicinity 
(see Section 5.3.6 below). Additionally, the new station would provide an access point for residents 
and employees seeking transit to the BART system. 


Therefore, to the extent that improved transit systems encourage development by removing obstacles 
to mobility or improving access in the region, the WSX Alternative could have an indirect growth- 
inducing effect by accelerating planned growth in a more compact, transit-oriented form, particularly 
in and around the Warm Springs BART Specific Plan Area. Additionally, changes in land use 
designations implemented by the City of Fremont since 1992 in the area around the proposed Warm 
Springs Station and the optional Irvington Station would allow for more mixed-use development and 
could indirectly encourage growth. 


Although the indirect growth caused by the WSX Alternative and the optional Irvington Station in 
the local study area is not considered adverse in itself, it could cause indirect adverse growth-related 
impacts associated with construction and implementation of new development projects in the local 
project area (i.e., air and noise impacts from construction of new housing or other development, etc). 
Any potential future growth that could result from implementation of the WSX Alternative is under 
the jurisdiction of the City of Fremont. Following established planning procedures, the city will 
create a specific plan for the Warm Springs Station Area early next year, which will include 
opportunities for public involvement. The city anticipates adopting the Warm Springs Bart Plan and 
certifying the EIR for the plan by mid-2005. The existing /rvington Redevelopment Plan will be 
amended to reflect the outcome of the public planning process. A Draft Negative Declaration has 
been prepared as part of an amendment for the Draft Irvington Redevelopment Plan. Upon 
certification and formal approval of the environmental documents, both the specific plan and the 
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redevelopment plan amendment will be adopted by the City Council and Redevelopment Agency as 
amendments to the Fremont General Plan and Fremont Redevelopment Plan respectively. 

Therefore, impacts associated with development in the local project area will be addressed by the city 
in its General Plan and through the environmental review process. 


The city’s planning efforts for the areas surrounding the proposed Warm Springs Station and optional 
Irvington Station are intended to encourage changes to land use designations and zoning to 
accommodate anticipated growth, including transit-oriented development. These changes reflect the 
indirect influence of the WSX Alternative. The city’s planning processes are not complete. 
Subsequent to formal adoption of a future Warm Springs BART Area specific plan or Irvington 
redevelopment plan that provides program-level environmental review, any new transit-oriented 
development proposals would be subject to environmental review on a project-specific basis. 


5.3.6 Indirect Positive Contribution to Smart Growth 
Patterns in the Local Study Area 


A major objective of the WSX Alternative is to improve regional transit access and transportation 
services to accommodate planned and future growth in Fremont and adjacent areas of southern 
Alameda County. As outlined in Chapter 2, Purpose and Need, the purpose and need for the project 
reflect BART’s cooperation with other government entities and serve to advance multi-jurisdictional 
efforts to plan and implement transit-oriented development (Association of Bay Area Governments 
2003). 


New development, defined through the creation of specific and redevelopment plans for areas 
surrounding both the proposed Warm Springs and optional Irvington Stations, is intended to reflect a 
more pedestrian-oriented, compact, and mixed-use development. BART access plans providing 
multi-modal access to regional rail emphasize public space and infrastructure improvements that are 
designed to encourage the private sector developers, who increasingly specialize in transit-oriented 
projects around BART and other rail stations (San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 2002). 


Proximity to a BART station offers major incentives to attract business, entertainment, 
commercial/retail, and other employment-generating land uses, along with unique opportunities for 
meeting the city’s growing housing needs. While development may occur without the 

WSX Alternative, it most likely will be auto-oriented and thus will not be smart growth. The 

WSX Alternative thus meets the major policy goals of smart growth being endorsed by state, 
regional, and county agencies by providing an incentive for transit-oriented planning, which is being 
led by the city (Association of Bay Area Governments 2003). The specific environmental benefits of 
particular smart growth projects will be measured through these separate planning efforts, while this 
EIS identifies how the WSX Alternative contributes to the probability of such future development 
patterns. 


5.4 List of Required Federal Permits 


The permits and approvals shown in Table 5-12 will be required to implement the WSX Alternative. 
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Table 5-12. Required Federal Permits and Approvals 


Chapter 5. Other NEPA Considerations 


Permit or Approval Jurisdiction, 


Documentation or Prior Actions 


Agency Statutory Authority Actions Covered Required 

Federal Transit NEPA; Clean Air Act of | Lead federal agency for EIS; Approval of this EIS, Record of 

Administration 1970 as amended granting of funding; conformity Decision, and CAA Conformity 
evaluation of project with State Analysis 
Implementation Plan under 
Clean Air Act (CAA) 

US. Section 404 permit Section 404 oversight; CAA Review of EIS 

Environmental (Clean Water Act Conformity determination 

Protection Amendment of 1977); 

Agency Clean Air Act of 1970 as 

amended 


U.S. Department 
of Interior 


U.S. National 
Park Service 


U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service 


U.S. Army 
Corps of 
Engineers 


Advisory 
Council on 
Historic 
Preservation 


Regional Water 
Quality Control 
Board 


Section 4(f) (Department 
of Transportation Act of 
1966) 


Section 6(f)(3) (Land 
and Water Conservation 
Fund) 


Section 7 (Federal 
Endangered Species Act 
of 1972); Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act of 1918 


Section 404 permit 
(Clean Water Act) 


Section 106 review 
(National Historic 
Preservation Act of 
1966) 


Section 401 and 402 of 
Clean Water Act; Porter- 
Cologne Act 


Approval of a transportation 
project for use of publicly 
owned land such as a park, 
recreation area, wildlife refuge, 
or land from a historic site of 
national, state, or local 
significance 


Approval of conversion to non- 
park use of publicly owned park 
property, or park facilities 
whose acquisition or 
construction were financed by 
the Fund. 


Section 7 — Taking (kill, harm, 
capture, harass, etc.) of 
endangered and other special- 
status plant or animal species 


Permits for discharge of dredged 
or fill materials into waters of 
the United States, including 
jurisdictional wetlands 
according to Section 404 (b) (1) 
guidelines 


Review of project for potential 
disturbance to significant 
historic and archaeological 
resources 


Section 401 and Porter Cologne 
Act — Water quality 
certification, or waiver thereof, 
for potential construction in 
wetlands areas determined to be 
under U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers’ jurisdiction 


Section 4(f) evaluation 


Section 6(f) evaluation 


Biological Assessment; Review 
of EIS 


Review of EIS 


Finding of Effect 
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5.5 Relationship between Short-Term Uses of the 
Environment and Long-Term Productivity 


Short-term uses of the natural, physical, and built environment would be required in order to 
implement the WSX Alternative. Such uses are minimized because of the proposed use of an existing 
railroad right-of-way for the majority of the alignment. Short-term uses are also considered 
temporary since they are principally associated with the construction period. The tradeoff with the 
short-term use requirements is a long-term benefit associated with the implementation of the 
proposed action. These tradeoffs are identified in the following discussion. 


The following short-term uses of the environment would be required to implement the WSX 
Alternative. 


= Some loss of vegetation during construction due to site clearing. 

= Temporary changes to visual quality due to construction activities. 

a Traffic disruptions during construction. 

= Temporary disruptions to freight rail service during construction. 

= Temporary disruption to park and recreational use during construction. 
mu Displacement of residences. 

m Displacement of economic activities. 


= Disruption of economic activities for non-displaced businesses during construction. 


= Temporary air quality, noise, and vibration effects during construction. 


The following long-term productivity would either be maintained or enhanced by the WSX 
Alternative. 


m Alternative choice of transportation throughout the region. 

m Enhanced transit and traffic capacity within existing right-of-way. 
= Improved access to employment opportunities. 

m= Reduced congestion at key roadway intersections. 

a Improved safety conditions along corridor. 

= Improved and alternative use of energy consumption. 

= Long-term improvements in economic conditions 


m Enhanced potential for high-density, transit-oriented development 


m Decrease toxic air contaminant emissions 
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5.6 Irreversible or Irretrievable Commitment of 
Resources 


Implementation of the WSX Alternative would involve a commitment of a range of natural, physical, 
human, and fiscal resources. Land required for the proposed action would be considered an 
irreversible commitment. Additional property requirements would be necessary at station locations. 


The acquisition of property and associated displacement of residences and businesses in order to 
construct the WSX Alternative and its stations would represent an irreversible commitment of real 
property. Owners, residents, or tenants of these properties would be afforded opportunities to relocate 
(as discussed in Section 4.10, Population, Economics, and Housing), but their existing properties 
would be converted to transit uses necessary to support the project. 


Considerable amounts of fossil fuels, labor, and construction materials would be expended in the 
construction of the WSX Alternative. Large amounts of labor and natural resources would also be 
used in the fabrication and preparation of construction materials. These materials are generally 
considered irretrievable. However, their availability is not limited and their use would not have an 
adverse impact on continued availability of these resources. The construction of the WSX Alternative 
would also require substantial expenditure of local, state, and federal funds, which, once spent, would 
not be retrievable. 
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6.1 Application of Section 4(f 


6.1.1 Introduction 


Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, codified at 49 USC Section 303, 
declares that “[iJt is the policy of the United States Government that special effort should be made to 
preserve the natural beauty of the countryside and public park and recreation lands, wildlife and 
waterfowl refuges, and historic sites.” 


Section 4(f) specifies that 


[t]he Secretary [of Transportation] may approve a transportation program or project . . . requiring 
the use of publicly owned land of a public park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge 
of national, state, or local significance, or land of an historic site of national, state, or local 
significance (as determined by the federal, state, or local officials having jurisdiction over the 
park, area, refuge or site) only if — 


(1) there is no prudent and feasible alternative to using that land; and 


(2) the program or project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the park, recreation 
area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or historic site resulting from the use. 


Section 4(f) further requires consultation with the Department of Interior and, as appropriate, the 
involved offices of the Department of Agriculture and the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development, and relevant state and local officials, in developing transportation projects and 
programs that use lands protected by Section 4(f). 


The WSX Alternative, as described in Chapter 3, is a transportation project that may receive federal 
funding and/or discretionary approvals through the U.S. Department of Transportation (1.e., FTA); 
therefore, documentation of compliance with Section 4(f) is required. 


This Section 4(f) evaluation has been prepared in accordance with the joint FHWA/FTA regulations 
for Section 4(f) compliance codified at 23 CFR Section 771.135. Though not directly applicable to 
FTA programs and activities, additional guidance has been obtained from the FHWA Technical 
Advisory T 6640.8A (1987) and the FHWA Section 4(f) Policy Paper (1987). 
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6.1.2 Section 4(f) “Use” 


As defined in 23 CFR Section 771.135(p), the “use” of a protected Section 4(f) resource occurs when 
any of the following conditions are met. 


m Land is permanently incorporated into a transportation facility through partial or full acquisition 
(i.e., “direct use’’). 


m There is a temporary occupancy of land that is adverse in terms of the preservationist purposes of 
Section 4(f) (i.e., “temporary use”). 


m= There is no permanent incorporation of land, but the proximity of a transportation facility results 
in impacts so severe that the protected activities, features, or attributes that qualify a resource for 
protection under Section 4(f) are substantially impaired (i.e., “constructive use’). 


Direct Use 


A direct use of a Section 4(f) resource takes place when property is permanently incorporated into a 
proposed transportation project (23 CFR Section 771.135[p][1]). This may occur as a result of 
partial or full acquisition of a fee simple interest, permanent easements, or temporary easements that 
exceed regulatory limits noted below (23 CFR Section 771.135[p][7]). 


Temporary Use 


A temporary use of a Section 4(f) resource occurs when there is a temporary occupancy of property 
that is considered adverse in terms of the preservationist purposes of the Section 4(f) statute. Under 
the FTA/FHWA regulations (23 CFR Section 771.135[p][7]), a temporary occupancy of property 
does not constitute a use of a Section 4(f) resource when the following conditions are satisfied. 


m The occupancy must be of temporary duration (1.e., shorter than the period of construction) and 
not involve a change in ownership of the property. 


m The scope of work must be minor, with only minimal changes to the protected resource. 


m There are no permanent adverse physical effects on the protected resource, and there will be no 
temporary or permanent interference with activities or purpose of the resource. 


mu The property being used must be fully restored to a condition that is at least as good as that which 
existed prior to the proposed project. 


m= There must be documented agreement of the appropriate officials having jurisdiction over the 
resource regarding the foregoing requirements. 


Constructive Use 


A constructive use of a Section 4(f) resource happens when a transportation project does not 
permanently incorporate land from the resource, but the proximity of the project results in impacts 
(i.e., noise, vibration, visual, access, and/or ecological impacts) so severe that the protected activities, 
features, or attributes that qualify the resource for protection under Section 4(f) are substantially 
impaired (23 CFR Section 771.135[p][2]). Substantial impairment occurs only if the protected 
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activities, features, or attributes of the resource are substantially diminished. This determination is 
made through the following practices. 


= Identification of the current activities, features, or attributes of the resource that may be sensitive 
to proximity impacts. 


m Analysis of the potential proximity impacts on the resource. 


= Consultation with the appropriate officials having jurisdiction over the resource (23 CFR Section 
771.135[p][6]). 


6.2 WSX Alternative 
6.2.1 Description 


The WSX Alternative alignment would generally parallel portions of the Union Pacific Railroad 
(UP) corridor, which contains the former Western Pacific (WP) and Southern Pacific (SP) railroad 
tracks, and Interstates 680 and 880 in southern Alameda County. The initial segment would begin on 
an embankment at the southern end of the existing elevated Fremont BART Station. The alignment 
would pass over Walnut Avenue on an aerial structure and descend into a cut-and-cover subway 
north of Stevenson Boulevard. The alignment would continue southward in the subway structure 
under Fremont Central Park and the eastern arm of Lake Elizabeth, and return to grade between the 
former WP and SP alignments north of Paseo Padre Parkway. Paseo Padre Parkway will be 
reconfigured as a vehicular underpass as part of the Washington Boulevard and Paseo Padre Parkway 
Railroad Grade Separations Project, a separate City of Fremont project. The WSX Alternative 
alignment would pass over Paseo Padre Parkway on a bridge structure, and then continue southward 
at grade, passing under a grade-separated Washington Boulevard. Washington Boulevard will be 
reconfigured as a vehicular overpass as part of the city’s grade separations project. From 
Washington Boulevard, the WSX Alternative alignment would continue at grade along the former 
WP alignment south to a terminus station at Warm Springs and South Grimmer Boulevards in the 
Warm Springs district. A more detailed description of the WSX Alternative is provided in Chapter 3, 
Alternatives Considered. 


6.2.2 Purpose and Need 


The need for and purpose of the Warm Springs Extension are presented in detail in Chapter 2, 
Purpose and Need. Below is a summary of the need for and purpose of the WSX Alternative. 


Need for Project 


The need for the WSX Alternative is based on the recognition of existing and future transportation 
constraints in the study area. The anticipated growth in employment and population in southern 
Alameda and northern Santa Clara Counties and related congestion along the regional freeway 
network establish a need to improve public transit service in the area. Improved transit service could 
better meet existing local and regional transportation demand and increase transportation capacity to 
accommodate future growth in areawide employment and population. 


The following bullet list summarizes the need for the WSX Alternative. 
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= Growth in Alameda and Santa Clara Counties: Increased employment opportunities have 
resulted in expanded development and more vehicle trips on regional roadways. 


mu Traffic congestion: Regional growth has increased traffic congestion, and future traffic demand 
is expected to exceed future capacity, even with improvements. 


m= Transit accessibility: Reaching residential and employment centers via transit from the Fremont 
BART Station is often inconvenient, and an enhanced public transportation system could attract 
more riders and divert a significant number of people from automobiles 


m Aijr quality: The traffic volume and congestion contribute to air quality problems in the region; 
increased transit would reduce vehicular air emissions in the region. 


m Energy efficiency: Traffic congestion in the region contributes to less efficient use of energy that 
could be used for other regional needs. 


m= Smart growth: Generally, extension of transit systems into communities concentrates growth 
into infill areas and produces positive economic benefits for a community. High-volume service 
systems such as BART lead to more compact growth, creating less urban sprawl than auto- 
oriented development. 


Purpose of Project 


Employment throughout the South Bay and Silicon Valley area has contributed to high levels of 
traffic and congestion in the Fremont—South Bay Area. Although economic growth has slowed 
recently, the number of vehicle trips in the Warm Springs corridor is still expected to grow. In fact, 
traffic congestion and conditions during peak periods are expected to worsen in the region in the 
coming 15 to 20 years (Metropolitan Transportation Commission 2001). Increased traffic volume 
and congestion will lead to increased vehicular emissions and further degradation of air quality. 


The purpose of the WSX project is to address transportation and air quality problems in the project 
corridor and accomplish the following. 


m Increase transit access and ridership: The WSX Alternative would increase transit access and 
maximize transit ridership by enhancing transit opportunities in the Warm Springs area; 
improving overall access for transit patrons in southern Alameda County and northern Santa 
Clara County; improving facilities (stations, multi-modal access facilities, parking, etc.); 
facilitating transfers between modes and between regional and local transit services; increasing 
the speed, comfort, and reliability of public transportation and reduce travel times for commuters 
in the regional corridor; and increasing transportation choices, particularly during peak-commute 
periods, would. 


m= Improve environmental quality: Expanding the transit system would promote displacement of 
air-polluting auto trips, reduce the number of automobile trips and resulting vehicular emissions, 
and contribute to decreasing automobile miles traveled, resulting in regional energy savings and 
conservation of non-renewable energy. 


m Provide development catalyst and transit-oriented development: The Warm Springs and optional 
Irvington Stations would be designed to support smart, efficient, and desirable growth patterns 


that can accommodate future transit-oriented development, both on- and off-site, with a resulting 
increase in land values, rents, and tax income for the City of Fremont. 
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m Provide transportation services equitably to all segments of the population: The proposed BART 
stations would be designed as intermodal transit hubs, providing regional links to bus, shuttle, 
automobile, bicycle, and pedestrian networks, thereby increasing mobility options for the 
transportation-disadvantaged, including the elderly and disabled. 


m= Support community goals and institutional objectives: The WSX Alternative would be consistent 
with regional, local, and institutional goals. The Fremont General Plan specifically reserves a 
transit corridor fora BART extension and designates two potential station sites, one at Warm 
Springs and one at Irvington (City of Fremont 1991, as amended). The proposed improvements 
would also be consistent with MTC’s Regional Transportation Expansion Policy, which 
identifies and prioritizes transit projects. 


m Provide transportation services that make effective use of financial resources and are financially 
attainable: Public support for transit in the project area is strong and financing is attainable. 
Alameda County Measure B approved by voters in 2000 provides sales tax revenues to fund a 
BART extension to southern Alameda County, and there are additional funding partners for a 
potential BART extension. The optional Irvington Station is not yet funded, and its inclusion in 
the project is contingent on the availability of funding. 


6.3 Description of Section 4(f) Properties 


As noted above, properties subject to Section 4(f) consideration include publicly owned lands of a 
public park/recreation area; a wildlife and waterfowl refuge of national, state, or local significance; 
or an historic site of national, state, or local significance, whether publicly or privately owned. For 
purposes of this Section 4(f) evaluation, only those resources within 0.25 mile of the WSX 
Alternative alignment have been identified for additional analysis. 


As described more fully below, the Section 4(f) resources in the vicinity of the WSX Alternative 
alignment include publicly owned parks/recreation areas and significant historic sites. Figures 6-la-c 
illustrate the location of these Section 4(f) resources. There are no wildlife and waterfowl refuges in 
the WSX Alternative area. 


6.3.1 Public Parks and Recreation Areas 


One public park and two public school playgrounds and athletic fields have been identified in the 
WSX Alternative area. Table 6-1 provides a summary listing of each resource. Detailed descriptions 
of each resource are provided below in the discussion of effects on Section 4(f) properties. 
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Table 6-1. Section 4(f) Properties—Public Parks and Recreation Areas 


Name Location 

Fremont Central Park 40000 Paseo Padre Parkway 
Gomes Elementary School—Playground/Athletic Fields 555 Lemos Lane 

Gomes Neighborhood Park 827 Lemos Lane 

Grimmer Elementary School—Playground/Athletic Fields 43030 Newport Drive 


Source: Jones & Stokes 2004. 


6.3.2 Historic Sites 


A total of 14 historic sites have been identified in the WSX Alternative area. Of these, 12 sites are 
architectural resources and two sites are archaeological resources. In accordance with the 
FTA/FHWA regulations, Section 4(f) requirements are only applicable to significant historic sites 
(i.e., those sites on or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), or sites otherwise 
determined significant by the FTA Administrator) (23 CFR Section 771.135[e]). Table 6-2 provides 
a summary of descriptive characteristics for each historic site, and indicates which of these sites has 
been determined significant for Section 4(f) purposes. Detailed descriptions of each significant 
historic site are provided below in the discussion of effects on Section 4(f) properties. 


Table 6-2. Section 4(f) Properties—Historic Sites 


Name Location Significance* 


Archaeological Resources (Significant) 


CA-Ala-343 Confidential—near WSX NRHP—Eligible, 2006, BART Warm Springs 
alignment Project 


Archaeological Resources (Not Significant) 


Gallegos Winery Ruins Confidential—near WSX NRHP—Not eligible, 2000, Fremont Grade 
(subsurface) alignment Separation Project 


Architectural Resources (Significant) 


Hetch Hetchy Aqueduct Paseo Padre Parkway/UP right- NRHP—Eligible, 2006, BART Warm Springs 

Bay Peninsula Division of-way Projectl 

Pipelines No. | and 2 

William Y. Horner House 3101 Driscoll Road NRHP—Eligible, 2006, BART Warm Springs 
Project 

Dr. J.H. Durham House 42539 Osgood Road NRHP—Determined eligible, 2000, Osgood 
Road Widening Project 

Ford House 41753 Osgood Road NRHP—Determined eligible, 2000, Osgood 
Road Widening Project 

Gallegos Winery Ruins Osgood Road—near WSX NRHP—Eligible, 2006, BART Warm Springs 

(structural remains) alignment Project 
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Name Location Significance* 


Architectural Resources (Not Significant) 


Two eucalyptus trees Near Tule Pond, between Walnut NRHP—Not eligible, 2006, BART Warm 
Ave and Stevenson Blvd Springs Project 

Former Southern Pacific Parallel to WSX alignment NRHP—Not eligible, 2006, BART Warm 

RR Springs Project 

Former Western Pacific RR Parallel to WSX alignment NRHP—Not eligible, 2006, BART Warm 


Springs Project 
Irvington Pumping Station Paseo Padre Parkway/UP right- NRHP—Not eligible, 2006, BART Warm 


of-way Springs Project 

Warehouse 41075 Railroad Avenue NRHP—Not eligible, 2006, BART Warm 
Springs Project 

Warehouse 41655 Osgood Road NRHP—Not eligible, 2006, BART Warm 
Springs Project 

Residence 43303 Osgood Road NRHP—Not eligible, 2006, BART Warm 
Springs Project 

Residential complex 44960 Old Warm Springs Road NRHP—Not eligible, 2006, BART Warm 
Springs Project 


* A resource is considered to be “significant” for purposes of Section 4(f) if it is on or eligible for the NRHP (or 
otherwise determined important by the FTA Administrator). 


Source: Jones & Stokes (2006) 


6.4 Effects on Section 4(f) Properties 


The following sections describe how the WSX Alternative would affect Section 4(f) properties. A 
summary of potential effects is provided below in Table 6-3. Additional analysis then follows for 
each property. In every instance, an assessment has been made as to whether any permanent or 
temporary occupation of a property would occur and whether the proximity of the project would 
cause any access disruption, noise, vibration, or aesthetic effects that would substantially impair the 
features or attributes that qualify the resource for protection under Section 4(f). 
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Table 6-3. Effects on Section 4(f) Properties 


Chapter 6. Section 4(f)/Section 6(f) Evaluation 


Section 4(f) Use? 

Name Direct Temporary Constructive Remarks 

Public Parks and Recreation Areas 

Fremont Central Park Yes Yes No Direct—permanent acquisition (subway 
vents) 
Temporary—lengthy visual intrusion 
during project construction 
Constructive—Noise and aesthetic 
effects from vents mitigated 

Gomes Neighborhood Park No No No Buffered by distance and intervening 
uses. 

Gomes E.S. Playground/Fields No No No Buffered from alignment by distance 
and intervening uses 

Grimmer E.S. Playground/Fields No No No Noise effects mitigated 

Significant Historic Sites (Archaeological) 

CA-Ala-343 Yes No No Direct—ground-disturbing excavations, 


Significant Historic Sites (Architectural) 


Gallegos Winery Ruins Yes No No 
(structural remains) 


Hetch Hetchy Aqueduct Bay No No No 
Peninsula Division Pipelines 

No. | and 2 

William Y. Horner House No No No 
Dr. J.H. Durham House No No No 
Ford House Yes No No 


grading, fill; permanent subway 


Adverse effect 


Direct—permanent pedestrian walkway 
and parking lot 


Adverse effect 
No effect 


Vibration effects mitigated 

No adverse effect 

Buffered from alignment by distance 
No effect 

Direct—permanent parking lot 


Adverse effect 
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6.4.1 Parks/Recreation Areas with No Section 4(f) Use 
Gomes Neighborhood Park 


Description and Significance of Property 

Type/Location/Size 

Gomes Neighborhood Park at 827 Lemos Lane is neighborhood park operated by the City of 
Fremont Parks and Recreation Department. Gomes Park is a 13.17-acre park that extends from John 


Gomes Elementary School on the east to the Fremont Golf Course, which 1s part of the City’s park 
and recreation system, on the west. 


Access/Facilities/Usage 


Vehicular access to the park is from Lemos Lane. Pedestrian access is from John Gomes Elementary 
School, Lemos Lane, Ambar Place, Valdez Way, and Fremont Golf Course. The park provides open 
space and general recreation facilities for the local neighborhood. 


Relationship to Similar Facilities in the Area 


The park is immediately adjacent to Gomes Elementary School, which has school playfields and 
athletic fields on the east side of the school. Gomes Park is operated by the city’s Park and 
Recreation Department, which also operates the golf course and Fremont Central Park to the west. 


Ownership/Jurisdiction 


The City of Fremont owns 12.17 acres of the park and the Alameda Flood Control District owns 1.0 
acre. The total 13.17-acre park is operated by the city’s Department of Parks and Recreation. 


Significance 


The city’s Park and Recreation Department has confirmed that, in comparing the park facilities of 
this recreation area with the recreational objectives of the community, the resource in question plays 
an important role in meeting those objectives. 


Application of Section 4(f) Criteria for Use 


Because the park is buffered from the WSX Alternative alignment by distance (i.e., about 1,000 feet 
at its closest point to the subway alignment and more than 1,300 feet from the at-grade segment of 
the alignment) and by the presence of intervening residences, it is unlikely that any direct, temporary, 
or constructive use would result. 


Coordination/Consultation 
BART has initiated formal consultation with the City of Fremont. 


BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 6-9 
Volume 1 J&S 04071.04 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Chapter 6. Section 4(f)/Section 6(f) Evaluation 


Recommended Determination 


Based on the foregoing analysis, it is recommended that the FTA Administrator make a 
determination that no direct, temporary, or constructive use of the Gomes Neighborhood Park would 
result from the WSX Alternative. 


Gomes Elementary School Playground and Athletic Fields 


Description and Significance of Property 
Type/Location/Size 


The Gomes Elementary School, at 555 Lemos Lane, has a playground and athletic fields that are 
available for public use during after-school hours. The playground and athletic fields occupy 
approximately 2 acres. These facilities are situated about 1,000 feet from the WSX Alternative 
alignment. 


Access/Facilities/Usage 


Vehicular and pedestrian access to the school playground and athletic fields is from Lemos Lane. 
The amenities available include playground equipment and ball fields. The playground and athletic 
field facilities are primarily used during school hours, but are also available to the general public 
during after-school hours. 


Relationship to Similar Facilities in the Area 


The playground and athletic fields are a part of the Gomes Elementary School and have no particular 
association with any other public parks or recreation areas in the WSX Alternative area. 


Ownership/Jurisdiction 


The Gomes Elementary School playground and athletic fields are owned by, and subject to the 
jurisdiction of, the Fremont Unified School District. 


Significance 


It is expected that formal consultation with the Fremont Unified School District will confirm that, in 
comparing the availability and function of this recreation area with the recreational objectives of the 
community, the resource in question plays an important role in meeting those objectives. 


Application of Section 4(f) Criteria for Use 


Because the school playground and athletic fields are buffered from the WSX Alternative alignment 
by distance (i.e., about 1,000 feet) and the presence of intervening residences, there is no reasonable 
likelihood that any direct, temporary, or constructive use would result. 


Coordination/Consultation 


Formal consultation has been initiated with the Fremont Unified School District. 


Recommended Determination 


Based on the foregoing analysis, it is recommended that a determination be made by the FTA 
Administrator that no direct, temporary, or constructive use of the Gomes Elementary School 
playground and athletic fields would result from the WSX Alternative. 
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Grimmer Elementary School Playground and Athletic Fields 


Description and Significance of Property 
Type/Location/Size 


The Grimmer Elementary School playground and athletic fields are located at 43030 Newport Drive. 
The playground and athletic fields are available for public use during after-school hours, and occupy 
approximately 3 acres. A portion of the athletic field facilities is situated just west of the WSX 
Alternative alignment, adjacent to the existing UP railroad right-of-way. 


Access/Facilities/Usage 


Vehicular and pedestrian access to the school playground and athletic fields is from Newport Drive. 
Facilities include a baseball diamond and a track. School staff members report that facilities are 
available for public use, and that most public use of the playground and athletic fields occurs on the 
weekends (McDonald pers. comm.). 


Relationship to Similar Facilities in the Area 


The playground and athletic fields are a part of the Grimmer Elementary School and have no 
particular association with any other public parks or recreation areas in the WSX Alternative area. 


Ownership/Jurisdiction 


The Grimmer Elementary School playground and athletic fields are owned by, and subject to the 
jurisdiction of, the Fremont Unified School District. 


Significance 


The playground and athletic fields play an important role in the community, and BART anticipates 
that the Fremont Unified School District will confirm this during formal consultation. BART 
initiated formal consultation with the school district but has not received a formal response. 


Application of Section 4(f) Criteria for Use 
Direct Use 


The WSX Alternative would not require any permanent use of the Grimmer Elementary School 
playground and athletic fields. 


Temporary Use 


The WSX Alternative would not require any temporary use of the Grimmer Elementary School 
playground and athletic fields. 


Constructive Use 
Noise/Vibration 


The noise analysis in Section 4.13, Noise and Vibration, concludes that the WSX Alternative would 
not result in an adverse effect at the Grimmer Elementary School playground and athletic fields. 
However, noise reduction measures (1.e., noise barriers) would be implemented pursuant to the 
results of the 2003 SEIR. In this NEPA document, FTA noise criteria are used to identify noise 
impacts. In the 2003 SEIR, BART’s adopted noise criteria from its Extensions Program System 
Design Criteria were used to identify noise impacts. BART is committed to carrying out mitigation 
measures adopted in the 2003 SEIR for all receptors identified therein. The 2003 SEIR identified a 
noise impact at Grimmer Elementary School due to BART train operations under the WSX 
Alternative. This impact would be minimized through noise reduction measures (e.g., noise barriers, 
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sound insulation) in Mitigation Measure N-1. Accordingly, the noise effects of the WSX Alternative 
would be unlikely to substantially impair the protected activities, features, and attributes that qualify 
this resource for protection under Section 4(f). 


Aesthetics 


Because portions of the athletic fields would be situated adjacent to the WSX Alternative alignment, 
some potential exists for visual intrusion to occur. However, as described in Section 4.11, Aesthetics, 
the potential adverse effects would be minimized by the presence of existing privacy fences that 
partially or wholly screen views from the athletic fields. Consequently, the aesthetic effects of the 
WSX Alternative would be unlikely to substantially impair the protected activities, features, and 
attributes that qualify this resource for protection under Section 4(f). 

Access 


The WSX Alternative would not affect access to the playground and athletic fields at Grimmer 
Elementary School. 


Coordination/Consultation 


Formal consultation has been initiated with the Fremont Unified School District. 


Recommended Determination 


Based on the foregoing analysis, it is recommended that a determination be made by the FTA 
Administrator that no direct, temporary, or constructive use of the Grimmer Elementary School 
playground and athletic fields would result from the WSX Alternative. 


6.4.2 Parks/Recreation Areas with Potential Section 4(f) Use 


Fremont Central Park 


Description and Significance of Property 
Type/Location/Size 


Located at 40000 Paseo Padre Parkway, Fremont Central Park is set on about 433.90 acres bound by 
Stevenson Boulevard, Paseo Padre Parkway, and the UP ROWs. Lake Elizabeth occupies 83 acres in 
the park. 


Access/Facilities/Usage 


Fremont Central Park is a park and recreation facility. Vehicular and pedestrian access is primarily 
from Stevenson Boulevard and Paseo Padre Parkway. The park is open to general public use, with 
some facilities (e.g., picnic grounds) requiring reservations. The park comprises nearly half of all 
park and recreation space in the City. The park includes the following existing facilities: 


m Senior citizen center. 
= Community center. 
m= Lake Elizabeth. 


= Boathouse with docks, launches, boat storage, and boat rentals. 
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m Fishing pier. 

= Band pavilion. 

m 18 tennis courts and a pro shop. 

® 6 softball fields, a guard shack, support space, and a snack bar. 
= 10 soccer fields and a snack bar. 

m 2 basketball courts. 

mw Skate park. 

= Teen Center. 

m Executive Golf Course and Driving Range. 

= Golf driving range and pro shop. 

= More than 200 picnic tables, with four group picnic areas by reservation. 
m 4 playgrounds. 

= Approximately 5 miles of walking and jogging trails. 

m 1.5-mile exercise course. 

m Dog park. 

m 50-acre nature area with a boardwalk and nature center. 

m= Open turf areas. 

mw Parking lots. 

m Various park services and maintenance structures. 


Proposed new facilities at Fremont Central Park include a cultural arts center and an aquatics 
gymnasium (Rakley pers. comm.). The construction of a new Family Water Play Facility is expected 
to begin in 2006, with the facility opening to the public in May 2007. 


Several public facilities are located within the larger boundaries of Central Park, but are not located 
on parkland, such as the police building and jail, Tri-City Animal Shelter, and the offices of the 
Fremont Main Library and Alameda County Public Library. 


Relationship to Similar Facilities in the Area 

Fremont Central Park is the largest of several parks in the City of Fremont and serves as an important 
focal point for community activity. 

Ownership/Jurisdiction 

Ownership of Fremont Central Park is shared by the City of Fremont (approximately 260 acres) and 
the Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (ACFCD) (approximately 174 
acres, including Lake Elizabeth). The portion of the park that is owned by ACFCD is operated as a 


flood control facility and includes Lake Elizabeth and Mission Creek. A renewable cooperative 
license agreement permits the City to operate ACFCD property as a public park and recreation 
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facility with ACFCD retaining its primary right to operate the flood control facility. ACFCD 
authority over its portion of the park includes the right to review any grading, structures, or 
improvements, with approval to be determined based upon the preservation of existing flood control, 
drainage, and water conservation functions. 


There are two other property interests in the park. First, the SP ROW separates the main park area 
from its east sub-area. Second, a Pacific Gas and Electric Company utility easement transects the 
nature area at the southern end of the park. 


Portions of the land and facilities in the park were acquired and/or developed with federal funding 
from Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) grants. A review of the LWCF grants database 
maintained by the California Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) and the National Park 
Service (NPS) has revealed that at least two LWCF grants were used for park facilities. A $14,456 
grant in 1973 was made for a portion of the Fremont Central Park bike and pedestrian path. A grant 
in 1974 for $95,562 was made for a sports complex in Fremont Central Park, which paid for a 
portion of the construction. Formal consultation with the NPS has been initiated and is discussed 
below in Section 6.5. 


Significance 


Formal consultation with the City of Fremont is expected to confirm that, in comparing the 
availability and function of this recreation area with the recreational objectives of the community, the 
resource in question plays an important role in meeting those objectives. 


Application of Section 4(f) Criteria for Use 
Direct Use 


The WSX Alternative would extend through a subway structure beneath Stevenson Boulevard and 
Fremont Central Park, including the northeastern arm of Lake Elizabeth. Permanent operational 
effects on park facilities and programs in this area would be limited because Stevenson Boulevard, 
Fremont Central Park, and Lake Elizabeth would be returned to their existing condition and all 
existing park facilities and programs would be reinstated following construction. The only long-term 
use of park property within this area would involve the permanent location of ventilation structures 
for the subway (Figures 4.9-4 and 4.9-5). 


Two options are being considered for ventilating the subway: a single ventilation structure 

(Option 1) or two slightly smaller structures (Option 2). If Option 1 were implemented, the structure 
would be placed in Fremont Central Park, approximately 125 feet south of the existing parking area 
(Figure 6-2). A visual simulation of Option | is depicted in Figure 4.11-6 in Section 4.11, Aesthetics. 
If Option 2 is implemented, one structure would be placed in the existing Fremont Central Park south 
parking lot and a second structure would be placed east of Lake Elizabeth near Mission Creek 
(Figure 6-3). The ventilation structures under either option would be primarily subterranean, but 
would include aboveground features (a 10-foot-high wall and a paved parking area). Option 1 would 
cover an area approximately 50 to 70 feet wide and 300 feet long, and Option 2 would cover two 
areas approximately 40 to 60 feet wide and 230 feet long each. The proposed ventilation structures 
would occupy a negligible percentage (approximately 0.13%) of Fremont Central Park’s total area 
(433.90 acres), but would nevertheless constitute a direct use of a Section 4(f) resource. 


Option 1 would not involve any permanent relocation of park facilities, but Option 2 would likely 
require that the south parking lot be reconfigured and that the adjacent dog park and basketball courts 
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be relocated in order to accommodate the north ventilation structure. Figure 4.9-4 illustrates a 
conceptual plan for this area. Instead of one south parking lot, two lots would be constructed, with 
the total number of parking spaces increasing from 135 spaces to at least 150 spaces. The relocated 
dog park would be situated just south of the existing parking lot, next to one of the new parking lots, 
and would be essentially the same size and offer the same amenities. The basketball courts would be 
moved slightly to the west next to the other new parking lot, but would otherwise remain the same. 
City staff members have indicated that the reconfiguration of these facilities would be unlikely to 
have adverse consequences on park programs, and could actually be beneficial insofar as the new 
layout could better serve the dog park and basketball courts with separate parking lots. The south 
ventilation structure proposed under Option 2 would require no relocation of park facilities, since it 
would be located in an undeveloped area. Figure 4.9-5 shows a conceptual plan for this area. 


Other than the modifications to the south parking lot for Option 2, neither of the ventilation structure 
options would entail any substantial long-term change in the vehicular, pedestrian, or bicycle 
circulation patterns in Fremont Central Park. If Option 2 were implemented, an existing ACFCD 
access road would be modified in order to provide access to the south ventilation structure. The 
ACFCD access road parallels the east side of Fremont Central Park but is separated from city-owned 
park property by a flood control channel. The modified access road would follow its current 
alignment from Stevenson Boulevard to about Mission Creek, and would only cross onto the park at 
its very southernmost end, after it crosses south of Mission Creek. At this point a new road to the 
vent structure would extend approximately 550 feet from Mission Creek to the vent structure. To 
make the existing ACFCD access road consistent with current standards, it could be necessary to 
widen it for some or all of its length. To do so, BART would have to secure an access easement from 
ACFCD for the road. Provisions for future pedestrian and bicycle access along the road also could 
be made. Because the access road would traverse alongside a relatively undeveloped area of the park 
and would only occupy a small portion of undeveloped parkland at its southern end, it would not 
require the displacement of park facilities or otherwise result in a substantial disruption to park 
facilities and programs. 


In order for construction and operation of the proposed subway to occur, BART would obtain a 
permanent subsurface easement from the city. This easement would permit subsurface use below 
about 4.5 acres in the park. However, because the easement would not affect the ongoing functions 
and quality of the park facilities and programs at the surface, this would not be considered to be a 
direct use of the Section 4(f) resource. 


Temporary Use 


Construction of the Fremont Central Park segment of the WSX Alternative alignment would last for 
about 2 years, and would result in temporary effects on Stevenson Boulevard, Fremont Central Park, 
and Lake Elizabeth. Some of these construction-related effects (e.g., noise, dust, circulation 
obstructions) are examined in more detail elsewhere in this document (see Sections 4.2, 
Transportation; 4.9, Parks and Recreation; 4.13, Noise and Vibration; and 4.14, Air Quality). See 
also Sections 4.5, Hydrology, and 4.7, Biological Resources, for additional discussion of the effects 
of construction on natural resources in the park. The discussion below describes the anticipated 
construction activities in the vicinity of Fremont Central Park, and the effects on park facilities, 
programs, and patrons that would result. Figures 4.9-3a and 4.9-3b depict a conceptual plan for the 
temporary park layout during construction of WSX Alternative. (See also Chapter 3, Alternatives 
Considered, for a detailed description of the construction scenario for the WSX Alternative.) 
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Construction of Subway and Its Effects — Construction of the cut-and-cover subway structure would 
involve trenching through existing facilities within the WSX Alternative ROW (Figures 4.9-2a and 
4.9-2b). The schedule for construction activities will depend largely on the contractors’ plans, but it 
is anticipated that construction of the subway trench will occur in stages. Various segments of the 
subway trench could be constructed in one or more locations, with some segments built sequentially 
and others concurrently. It is important to note, however, that opportunities to stage construction 
activities in the park are limited by several constraints, including (1) the need to segregate 
contractors’ laydown and work areas from public areas, (2) prohibitions on construction activity in 
the 100-year flood zone between the months of October and April, and (3) habitat protections (e.g., 
federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act) that require avoidance of protected biological resources. 


To accommodate construction activities in a constrained setting, while also maintaining safe access 
to park facilities and programs, a construction zone with restricted access would be established in an 
area along the WSX Alternative alignment through the park. (See also Section 4.17, Safety and 
Security). The construction zone would also encompass portions of the park surrounding, but not 
including, the softball complex. (See Figures 4.9-3a and 4.9-3b.) The construction zone would be 
fenced and screened, and would be limited to a size sufficient to safely contain construction activities 
and equipment. Special construction methods would also be employed to protect park facilities 
outside the construction zone (e.g., trench shoring and/or sheet piling could be used to avoid damage 
to the softball complex fields and light standards). 


Public access to the north end of the park would be provided at several points along Stevenson 
Boulevard, including the driveway on the east side of the police facility, the driveway for the parking 
lot at the softball complex, and the driveways between the tennis courts and the two east softball 
fields. 


Three new temporary parking lots would be provided, one at the northeast corner of the park near the 
tennis courts, a second adjacent to the two east softball fields, and the third between the west side of 
the softball complex and the police facility. Additionally, the two existing parking lots on the east 
side of the softball complex would be reconfigured as one lot during construction. The temporary 
parking lots will ensure that the total number of parking spaces in Fremont Central Park is 
maintained at its current level throughout the construction period. BART will provide lighting for 
the temporary parking lots that will be consistent with existing parking lots. 


Construction at the north end of the subway alignment could temporarily affect circulation on 
Stevenson Boulevard; thus, to minimize any potential disruptions to circulation that could arise, 
traffic would possibly be rerouted through the north end of Fremont Central Park. 


To ensure safe access to and from park facilities and parking areas, protected access routes would be 
utilized either around or over the construction zone. A temporary pedestrian bridge over the cut-and- 
cover trench at the north end of the park may also be included. 


To construct the portion of the subway beneath Lake Elizabeth, a cofferdam would be installed, and 
the eastern portion of the lake would be drained. The cofferdam and associated laydown areas would 
likely remain in the park for most of the subway construction period. Thus, to maintain access along 
the pedestrian and bicycle path in this area, a temporary detour around or over the cofferdam would 
be created. 


Construction of Ventilation Structures and Its Effects — Construction of the proposed subway 
ventilation structure(s) would also affect park facilities and users. As described above in the 
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discussion of operational effects, both ventilation structure options would place a structure within or 
adjacent to the parking lots east of the softball complex. Construction of the subway trench and the 
ventilation structure(s) would, therefore, necessitate reconfiguration of the adjacent parking lots (see 
above) and relocation of the nearby dog park to a site on the west side of the softball complex. The 
basketball courts in this area also would have to be removed, but would not necessarily be relocated 
during the construction period. They would, however, be rebuilt near their current location once 
construction of the subway and ventilation structure(s) is complete. 


Aesthetic Effects of Construction Activities — Section 4.11, Aesthetics, describes the aesthetic effects 
on Fremont Central Park that would result from construction of the WSX Alternative. This analysis 
concludes that construction activities would have substantial adverse effects related to trenching and 
exposed bare soils, removal and alteration of landscaping and portions of roadway, the presence of 
heavy equipment, and the installation of a cofferdam in Lake Elizabeth. Measures could be taken to 
minimize these adverse effects, but some residual unavoidable adverse effects would occur due to the 
relatively lengthy duration (i.e., about 2 years) of construction activities in Fremont Central Park. 


Given the magnitude and duration of construction activities in Fremont Central Park that are 
described above, a temporary use of the section 4(f) resource would result. The temporary use of 
Fremont Central Park would not satisfy the requirements of 23 CFR Section 771.135(p)(7) for a 
“minimal” temporary occupancy. 


Constructive Use 
Noise/Vibration 


The analysis of noise and vibration in Section 4.13, Noise and Vibration, shows that noise and 
vibration effects on Fremont Central Park facilities or programs from operation of the WSX 
Alternative would be limited to noise that could be generated from the subway ventilation structures. 
Because noise reduction measures, such as the use of acoustically rated vents, would greatly reduce 
this effect, it is unlikely that the protected activities, features, and attributes that qualify this resource 
for protection under Section 4(f) would be substantially impaired. 


Aesthetics 


Visual effects of the subway ventilation structures and recommended mitigation are analyzed in 
Section 4.11, Aesthetics. This analysis finds that the ventilation structures associated with the 1- 
mile-long subway portion of the WSX Alternative would potentially affect the visual quality and 
character of Fremont Central Park, but that mitigation to conceal the structures would substantially 
reduce this effect. Thus, it is unlikely that visual effects would substantially impair the protected 
activities, features, and attributes that qualify this resource for protection under Section 4(f). 


Access 


Once construction is completed, access to the park would be the same as at present. 


Avoidance Alternatives 


As detailed in Chapter 3, Alternatives Considered, the WSX Alternative represents the culmination 
of an extended assessment of potential transportation alternatives in the Warm Springs corridor. 
While the WSX Alternative evaluated in this document is considered to be the alternative that would 
best satisfy the need for and purpose of transportation improvements in the corridor, it would 
nonetheless entail certain adverse environmental consequences, including the temporary and direct 
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uses of Fremont Central Park that are described above. Other alternatives have been considered that 
would potentially avoid or minimize the use of this resource, but for the reasons explained below 
these alternatives would not be feasible and prudent. 


Alternatives Bypassing Fremont Central Park 


As aresult of the construction of the Fremont Station at its present location north of Walnut Avenue 
in 1972, the only feasible direct southern extension of the BART system from the Fremont Station is 
through Fremont Central Park. Theoretically, a southern extension could bypass Fremont Central 
Park with an alignment either to the east or the west of Fremont Central Park. However, BART 
technology is heavy rail technology that requires a predominantly straight alignment and gentle 
curves. The sharper the curve, the slower the speed at which the train can travel. BART standards 
call for a design speed of 80 miles per hour. (Typical train speeds are 70 miles per hour, but the 
higher design speed allows train operators to make up time when necessary.) Slower train speeds 
increase travel times and ultimately reduce patronage. Therefore, the BART system is designed to 
reduce unnecessary curves. 


An alignment to bypass the park on the east side would extend from the Fremont Station along the 
north side of Stevenson Boulevard, cross Stevenson Boulevard, and extend into the former WP 
alignment that runs adjacent to the park on the east. This alignment would require two major curves, 
one turning the alignment eastward parallel to Stevenson Boulevard and the second turning the 
alignment from Stevenson Boulevard southward into the former WP alignment. The east-side park 
bypass would require acquisition of additional right-of-way north of Stevenson Boulevard, an area of 
dense medium-density residential development, and acquisition of the former WP alignment between 
Paseo Padre Parkway and Stevenson Boulevard, which is currently owned by UP. The alignment 
would also need to cross the northeast corner of the park between Stevenson Boulevard and the 
former WP alignment; otherwise, the alignment curve would be too tight and not feasible. 


An alignment to bypass Fremont Central Park to the west would extend from the Fremont Station 
along the north side of Stevenson Boulevard, turning south parallel to Paseo Padre Parkway, and then 
south again into the former WP alignment. This alignment would require three curves: one turning 
the alignment westward parallel to Stevenson Boulevard, a second turning the alignment south 
parallel to Paseo Padre parkway, and a third to turn the alignment from Paseo Padre Parkway south 
into the former WP right-of-way. Additional right-of-way would be required in at least three 
locations: the medium-density residential area north of Stevenson Boulevard; either in Paseo Padre 
Parkway, the single-family residential area adjacent to it, or along the western park perimeter; and 
the single-family residential area along the south side of Paseo Padre Parkway approaching the UP 
right-of-way. 


Both the east or west park bypass routes would lengthen the alignment compared to a route through 
the park, increasing capital costs. The addition of major curves would slow train speeds and could 
affect system patronage. Additional right-of-way costs for both the east and west alignments would 
also increase, along with a dramatic increase in residential displacements. The alignment options to 
bypass Fremont Central Park would reduce impacts to the park itself, but could entail equal or greater 
impacts to the neighborhoods around the park. For these reasons, BART alignments avoiding 
Fremont Central Park were not considered prudent or feasible. 


In an effort to reduce project construction impacts on Fremont Central Park, tunneling was 
considered. The WSX alignment through Fremont Central Park would be located in a shallow 
subway box that would contain the BART tracks and communications facilities. The subway box 
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would be covered by approximately 10 feet of earth. Due to this shallow depth, a tunneling 
alternative would be infeasible. The ground above the subway would not be able to retain its 
stability during tunneling and would collapse into the subway, endangering the public, the workers 
and the construction operation. To provide the required stability, the tunnel bores would need to be 
much deeper than currently proposed. Tunneling would also impact the subway alignment. The 
tunnel bores would also need to be farther apart than planned, increasing the width of the subway 
corridor and attendant corridor impacts. In addition, the shorter an underground alignment, the less 
cost effective tunneling is as a construction method. The 1-mile length of the WSX underground 
alignment would not justify the expense of an underground boring machine. 


Alternatives on a New Location 


Several alternatives that would serve the Warm Springs corridor have been considered and 
eliminated from further study. These alternatives would not necessarily follow the WSX Alternative 
alignment. Thus, it is possible that some or all of these alternatives would potentially avoid 

Section 4(f) resources affected by the WSX Alternative. All, however, have been determined not to 
be feasible and prudent because they did not sufficiently meet the project need and purpose. All of 
these alternatives were considered but eliminated from detailed study in the 2003 SEIR, with the 
exception of the Bus Alternative (with Bus Rapid Transit and busway components), which was 
evaluated in the 2003 SEIR. 


2003 Taxi Service from Warm Springs to Fremont 


Taxi service is private automobile transportation that would likely be cost-prohibitive and not 
economically viable for most passengers. This approach would not provide transportation services in 
an equitable manner to all segments of the population. 


2003 Chauffeur-Driven Limousine from Warm Springs to Fremont 


Similarly, chauffeur-driven limousines are also privately operated and use a mode of transportation 
not operated by BART or other public transit carriers. Because these services operate with 
automobiles as private transportation, they do not offer the opportunity to achieve the goal of 
relieving automobile congestion on regional roadways. In addition, they would not provide 
transportation services that would make efficient and effective use of financial resources. 


2003 Capitol Corridor Passenger Rail Service 


The Capitol Corridor interregional rail service is operated by BART along with several other 
agencies through the Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Agency (CCJPA). BART provides day-to-day 
management support to the CCJPA. The service operates through two regions and several counties 
throughout Northern California, from San Jose to Sacramento. The alignment of the Capitol 
Corridor rail service currently includes a stop at Fremont/Centerville, to the north and west of the 
BART alignment. There has been no proposed discontinuance of this interregional rail service, so 
the BART alignment could not replace it. There have also not been any proposals to alter the route 
of the Capitol Corridor from Union City to San Jose from its current Alviso route to a Warm Springs 
route on the UP ROW. Given the mandate of the Capitol Corridor to provide only inter-city service, 
a spur route from Union City to Warm Springs would not be permitted. Therefore, such an 
alternative would be infeasible. 
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2003 Commuter Rail Service 


Commuter rail is defined as “long-haul rail passenger service operating between metropolitan and 
suburban areas, whether within or across the geographical boundaries of a state, usually characterized 
by reduced fares for multiple rides, and commutation tickets for regular, recurring riders” (American 
Public Transportation Association 2002). BART operates long-haul rail passenger service within the 
metropolitan and suburban communities in the greater Bay Area. BART serves four Bay Area 
counties: San Francisco, Alameda, Contra Costa, and San Mateo. BART provides reduced fares on 
high-value ticket purchases. As such, BART fulfills the definition of commuter rail service. A 
commuter rail alternative in the project area is already being considered with the WSX Alternative. 


Commuter rail service between Union City and San Jose using the UP right-of-way has been 
considered and rejected in the past. Unlike the Union City BART Station, the Fremont BART 
Station does not have standard gauge railroad tracks in close proximity. A commuter rail alternative 
from the Fremont Station would be the WSX Alternative as described above. VTA completed a 
major investment study (MIS) in November 2001 and rejected a commuter rail alternative between 
Warm Springs and San Jose. Before finishing this study, VTA also considered commuter rail service 
between Union City and San Jose with a station at Warm Springs. Of the six alternatives studied in 
depth in the MIS, the commuter rail alternative in the UP alignment had the lowest ranking and was 
rejected from further consideration. Some of the reasons for its low ranking included low ridership, 
noise impacts of commuter trains running in residential areas, and strong opposition by residents 
along the UP railroad corridor. These reasons also apply to commuter rail service between Union 
City and Warm Springs. 


2003 Light Rail Transit 


A light rail transit (LRT) alternative most likely would consist of an alignment extending 
approximately 5.4 miles from the Fremont BART Station to a station in Warm Springs and an 
optional intermediate station at Irvington. Although LRT can run on surface streets without requiring 
grade separations, the availability of the UP right-of-way between Warm Springs and Paseo Padre 
Parkway would make this the preferred alignment in this segment. Between Paseo Padre Parkway 
and the Fremont Station, the LRT alignment would most likely follow the UP alignment north to 
Stevenson Boulevard, turn west on Stevenson Boulevard to run in the median, and then follow the 
WSX Alternative alignment between Stevenson Boulevard and Walnut Avenue. This alignment 
along Stevenson Boulevard would eliminate the median and require intrusion into the sidewalk and 
likely require acquisition of additional right-of-way. 


An LRT would be affected by several factors not associated with either the WSX Alternative or the 
Bus Alternative. Northbound commuters would have to transfer from bus or automobile to the LRT 
at Warm Springs and subsequently transfer from LRT to BART at the Fremont BART Station. 
Southbound riders also would have to transfer twice between Fremont and Warm Springs (BART to 
LRT, LRT to bus/automobile). Transit studies have demonstrated that the more mode transfers 
passengers must make to reach their destinations, the less likely they are to use transit. This double 
mode-transfer penalty for LRT users would decrease ridership compared to the WSX Alternative. 
Further ridership reduction would occur due to the longer travel time for LRT compared to BART 
over the same distance. 


Typically, one of the primary reasons that LRT costs are less than heavy rail is LRT’s minimal grade 
separation requirements. In the UP corridor, grade separations are not an issue. Capital costs for 
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LRT, including cost of right-of-way, construction, vehicles, and maintenance facilities would be less 
than costs for the WSX Alternative; however, LRT ridership also would be significantly less than the 
WSX Alternative ridership. In particular, LRT would require an entirely new fleet of vehicles for the 
system, as well as maintenance facilities, whereas BART and bus operators would be augmenting 
their existing vehicle fleet and could use existing maintenance facilities. Additional consideration 
would also be necessary at the LRT interface at the Fremont BART Station. LRT traveling at grade 
along the proposed BART alignment or city streets would require a ramp and elevated platform to 
allow cross-platform transfers to BART, or with an at-grade LRT station design, additional vertical 
circulation (stairs, escalators, elevators) between the LRT terminus and the BART platform. Both 
designs would require modification of the existing BART station, including changing auto and bus 
circulation and loss of station parking. 


Future extension of LRT south of Warm Springs, and a commensurate increase in ridership, is 
unlikely. For practical purposes, selection of a 5.4-mile, Fremont BART-to-Warm Springs LRT 
system would not allow for future non-LRT transit extensions in the UP railroad corridor. 
Construction of LRT would preclude a future BART extension southward, unless the LRT system 
(and LRT financial investment) was removed. Also, there is no reasonable likelihood of an LRT 
extension in the regional corridor south from Warm Springs. LRT was examined in VTA’s MIS and 
rejected as a transit alternative. The primary reasons for the elimination of LRT by VTA were that 
LRT in Santa Clara County would be limited to 2- and 3-car trains due to constraints on the Tasman 
and Downtown East Valley light rail line, slower guideway speeds (55 mph maximum), and traffic 
congestion and LRT coordination problems at the East Julian Street and East Santa Clara Street grade 
crossings. An LRT project in Santa Clara County would also require voter approval to use VTA’s 
Measure A funding. 


2003 Local Bus Alternative 


A bus alternative that would operate exclusively on local city streets was also considered for analysis 
in the 2003 SEIR. The 1992 EIR did not analyze such an alternative, and considered expanded local 
bus service within the context of the No-Project and TSM alternatives. However, in developing a 
reasonable and feasible alternative to the WSX Alternative that would rely on bus transit, it was 
recognized that the service would need to be more competitive with the rail transit alternative in 
terms of travel timesavings, as travel time efficiency is a key determinant of ridership. A bus 
alternative operating on local streets could be constrained by delays due to operating within the local 
traffic stream. During scoping for the 2003 SEIR, it was suggested that the project funds be provided 
to expand local bus service. These funds could be used to enhance local bus service, with the use of 
such features as limited stops, signal pre-emption, and bus transit priority treatments. However, even 
with these enhancements, the travel timesavings that could be realized by buses on local streets 
would not be competitive with transit that operates within an exclusive right-of-way. In previous 
studies of the regional corridor, express bus and expanded local bus options were analyzed, and these 
enhancements were considered. Local and express buses showed only marginal improvements with 
these additions, since traffic conditions within Fremont at the time of the analysis showed acceptable 
levels of services along key arterials. It was determined that express buses would not achieve the 
ridership levels of a rail transit alternative unless HOV lanes and busways were added to reduce 
travel times. 
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2003 Bus Alternative (with bus rapid transit and busway components) 


During the 2003 SEIR scoping process, it was suggested that a bus alternative be considered for 
further analysis in the 2003 SEIR. Although bus alternatives had been previously analyzed in earlier 
studies, such an alternative was not analyzed in the 1992 EIR. Changes in the circumstances 
underlying the previous environmental analysis, including advancements in bus operations known as 
bus rapid transit (BRT), have arisen since 1992. These changed conditions supported the analysis of 
this option in the 2003 SEIR. 


Developed in conjunction with AC Transit and VTA, the Bus Alternative was designed to provide 
high-quality service similar to the WSX Alternative. The Bus Alternative incorporates several BRT 
components, with transit centers at the WSX Alternative Warm Springs BART Station site and the 
optional Irvington Station site. Relatively minor changes associated with fare collection and 
information systems are included for the Fremont BART Station, and no parking spaces would be 
lost at this site. The service along the busway would include a limited number of stops between the 
Warm Springs Transit Center and the Fremont BART Station. 


Bus Rapid Transit 


BRT is a rubber-tired vehicle operation that is configured to offer speeds and capacity similar to rail 
transit, with exclusive travel lanes, busways or HOV lanes, limited stops, and signal pre-emption. 


BRT is most appropriate in corridors with high ridership where there is sufficient right-of-way 
available to provide exclusive lanes. With the exclusive right-of-way, buses would now be separated 
from other vehicles using public roadway rights-of-way. Using limited stops, buses would stop less 
frequently. With both of these elements of BRT in place, travel times would be generally reduced. 
The addition of traffic priority at intersections and/or signal priority throughout the WSX Alternative 
corridor would further reduce bus travel times. The elements of BRT that are the most quantifiable 
using regional travel forecasting methods are traffic signal priority systems, limited bus stops, and 
exclusive bus lanes. The effects of BRT elements have been shown to provide up to a 30% 
improvement in travel timesavings and a similar growth in ridership. 


It should be noted that not all BRT elements are included in the Bus Alternative. Coordination with 
land use planning has not been included, as local plans are supportive of the WSX Alternative. 
Unique vehicles have not been included, as both bus operators would use rolling stock that is similar 
to their current fleet. Articulated buses, similar to the ones currently in operation, would be needed 
for the county-to-county bus trips. However, many other elements, including exclusive right-of-way, 
limited stops, improved passenger boarding facilities, prepaid fares, real-time passenger information, 
traffic priority at intersections, passenger boarding at the same height as the bus, and signal priority 
are included. 


Busway 


The busway would include the creation of a paved busway within the Union Pacific Railroad (UP) 
right-of-way from South Grimmer Boulevard to Paseo Padre Parkway, for a length of approximately 
3 miles. Access to the busway at Paseo Padre Parkway would be provided by flyover ramps that 
would pass over the adjacent at-grade UP railroad track. The two-way flyover from the busway 
would provide access to both directions of travel on Paseo Padre Parkway. The busway would carry 
both VTA and AC Transit routes. Passengers would board and alight on any bus operating in the 
busway, with stops located at the Fremont BART Station and at two transit centers, which would be 
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located on the same sites as the Warm Springs Station and the optional Irvington Station. Additional 
stops would be located at Paseo Padre Parkway and Stevenson Boulevard, at Auto Mall Parkway and 
Grimmer Boulevard, and at Auto Mall Parkway and Warm Springs Boulevard. Both the transit 
centers and regular stops would facilitate connections to other local bus routes within Fremont. The 
Bus Alternative includes signal pre-emption and upgrades to eight intersections along the path of the 
included bus routes. Passengers would be informed of bus schedules through the use of “‘next-bus” 
technology, which would announce the impending arrival of the buses at each bus shelter and 
passenger waiting area. 


The Bus Alternative is not considered a feasible and prudent alternative to avoid Section 4(f) 
resources because it would not adequately satisfy the Warm Springs Extension Project’s purpose and 
need. The WSX Alternative would maximize transit ridership and new transit trips compared to the 
Bus Alternative. Although the Bus Alternative would also promote transit goals, the WSX 
Alternative best supports them by maximizing transit ridership and new transit trips. In addition, 
given that the Bus Alternative travels in traffic for part of its route, the WSX Alternative would better 
serve the purpose of increasing the speed, comfort, and reliability of public transportation and 
reducing travel time for commuters in the regional corridor. The WSX Alternative also has the 
additional benefit of affording greater opportunity than the Bus Alternative for future extension of 
service into Santa Clara County, further enhancing the regional network by connection to the SVRTC 
project if it is adopted by VTA (or by future transit expansion projects if the SVRTC project is not 
adopted). Increased transit ridership provided by the WSX Alternative would translate into greater 
long-term environmental benefits compared to the Bus Alternative, through air quality improvements 
and energy savings resulting from reduced highway congestion and vehicle-miles-traveled. In 
addition, by increasing the amount of impervious surface and runoff, the Bus Alternative could have 
more extensive effects on hydrology and water quality than the WSX Alternative. Finally, the Bus 
Alternative would not be as effective in promoting transit-oriented development and accommodating 
planned growth in a “smart growth” manner. One advantage of a Bus Rapid Transit system is that it 
offers more flexibility than a fixed-rail system; as growth and travel patterns shift, bus routes can be 
shifted to accommodate these shifts. In contrast, the rail system infrastructure and stations of the 
BART system represent a major public investment in an area that is not movable. For this reason, 
private developers are more amenable to making a long-term real estate investment around a BART 
station than a bus center. 


Alternatives on the Same Location 


The rail transportation project that was proposed in the 1992 SEIR (the 1992 Adopted Project) would 
have followed essentially the same alignment as the WSX Alternative, but would have employed an 
aerial configuration over Fremont Central Park and Lake Elizabeth. As proposed, the alignment of 
the 1992 Adopted Project (identified as Alternative 5, Design Option 2A, in the 1992 EIR) would 
have begun at the existing elevated Fremont BART Station and extended southeasterly. The 
alignment would have followed an aerial alignment through Fremont Central Park that skirted the 
eastern edge of Lake Elizabeth. The alignment would have continued on an aerial structure over the 
former SP track, curved south between the former SP track and the former WP track, and crossed 
over Paseo Padre Parkway. The alignment would have then transitioned to a below-grade crossing 
under Washington Boulevard to arrive at the Irvington Station. 


From the Irvington Station, the alignment would have risen to grade and remained at grade over the 
Blacow Road underpass and under the Auto Mall Parkway overpass. From Auto Mall Parkway, the 
alignment would have risen to an embankment and an aerial structure to cross the former WP track at 
Grimmer Boulevard and continued above grade to the elevated Warm Springs Station. The 
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alignment would have then transitioned to grade, and would have had approximately 3,000 feet of 
tail track south of the Warm Springs Station. 


When the WSX EIR was certified in 1992, Fremont did not support the recommended project 
alternative (Alternative 5, Design Option 2A, in the 1992 EIR), which included an aerial alignment 
over Lake Elizabeth in Fremont Central Park. Fremont did support an alternative that included a 
subway alignment under Lake Elizabeth (Design Option 2S in the 1992 EIR). Accordingly, an aerial 
structure over Fremont Central Park is not considered a feasible and prudent alternative to the WSX 
Alternative with a subway alignment under the park. The aerial alignment was dismissed from 
further consideration in the EIS, based on its permanent adverse impacts to visual and park resources 
and the lack of support from the local community and the City of Fremont. 


The 1992 Adopted Project also included a subway design option (identified as Design Option 2S in 
the 1992 EIR) that would have substituted a subway alignment under Fremont Central Park for the 
aerial alignment proposed as Design Option 2A. The BART alignment under this design option 
would have emerged from the subway structure, crossed the former SP track, and continued between 
the former SP track and the former WP track. This subway alignment was necessary in the 1992 
Adopted Project to accommodate the two active freight rail lines. The WSX Alternative analyzed in 
this EIS includes a different subway alignment that is very similar to the alignment of Design Option 
1 in the 1992 EIR, which has become feasible as a result of the city’s grade separations project. 


As noted above, additional variations in the vertical and horizontal alignment of the BART extension 
were considered in the 1992 EIR. These design options were as follows. 


1992 Design Option I (Subway) 


Under this design option, the vertical alignment would have been under Stevenson Boulevard, Lake 
Elizabeth, and Paseo Padre Parkway. This alignment is similar to that of the WSX Alternative; the 
key difference is that 1t would have crossed under Paseo Padre Parkway, an additional 0.5 mile of 
subway. This design option would have been applicable to 1992 Alternatives 4 through 11. 
Although there is a slight difference in the alignment, 1992 Design Option | is very similar to the 
WSX Alternative. The changes in the alignment that occur due to the city’s grade separations project 
now make a subway alignment under Lake Elizabeth feasible. 


1992 Design Option 2S (Subway) 


Under this design option, the proposed BART alignment would have moved around Lake Elizabeth 
similar to 1992 Design Option 2A. The vertical alignment north of Central Park would have been on 
an embankment over Walnut Avenue and transitioned to a subway under Stevenson Boulevard. 
After Stevenson Boulevard, the vertical alignment would have continued in a subway, following the 
same route as 1992 Design Option 2A. The alignment would have also traveled under a section of 
Central Park that was further east and would have skirted Lake Elizabeth and continued south, 
crossing under Paseo Padre Parkway. The option was also applicable to all 1992 Alternatives 4 
through 11. This option is not considered feasible because it would disrupt activity at the City of 
Fremont's golf course, which is located between the former WP and former SP alignments east of 
Central Park. 
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1992 Design Option 3 (Aerial) 


Under this design option, the BART vertical alignment would have been on an embankment over 
Walnut Avenue and an aerial structure over Stevenson Boulevard. The alignment would have 
proceeded over a portion of Central Park that was further east, and would have avoided Lake 
Elizabeth. Finally, the alignment would have continued south on the west side of the UP track and 
crossed over Paseo Padre Parkway. This design option would have been applicable to 1992 
Alternatives 4 through 11. 


1992 Design Option 3 (Aerial) was found to be infeasible because of the alignment’s incompatibility 
with a land use proposed by the City, as well as the proximity of this aerial alignment to residences 
along the western side of the 1992 Proposed Project corridor. The WSX Alternative alignment 
would reduce these impacts. 


1992 Central Park Design Option 3 located the alignment on the west side of the UP tracks. This 
option is not feasible because of the track relocations that are part of the city’s grade separations 
project. 


Given the aforementioned problems with the Fremont Central Park design options, and the City 
opposition to an alternative with an aerial alignment in particular, it is reasonable to conclude that 
none of these would be a feasible and prudent alternative to the current WSX Alternative. 


No-Build and Transportation System Management Alternatives 


Because construction of a new rail transportation facility in this area would not likely occur under the 
No-Build Alternative described in this document, it would avoid the use of the Section 4(f) resource. 
However, it is not considered to be a feasible and prudent alternative, insofar as it would fail to 
address the demonstrated need for rail transit improvements in the Warm Springs corridor. 


Below are other no-build and transportation system management (TSM) types of alternatives that are 
not considered feasible and prudent but would potentially avoid the Section 4(f) resources in the 
corridor. 


1992 Alternative 2: No Project, Programmed Transportation Improvements 


1992 Alternative 2 did not include a BART Warm Springs extension, but did include highway and 
transit improvements that were programmed in the 1990 State Transportation Improvement Program 
(STIP), as well as those funded by the Alameda County Measure B sales tax revenues. Transit 
improvements would have included the Dublin, West Pittsburg, and Colma BART extensions, as 
well as implementation of AC Transit’s Comprehensive Service Plan (CSP). 


This alternative was dismissed from further consideration for the following reasons. 


a This alternative would not satisfy the project purpose and need to alleviate traffic congestion, 
enhance transit accessibility, improve air quality and energy efficiency, and promote transit- 
oriented smart growth” land uses. 


ma This alternative does not support the anticipated population growth in the Fremont General Plan. 


m The Alameda County Measure B sales tax, which was approved by voters in 1986, provided 
funding for the 1992 Proposed Project. Because 1992 Alternative 2 did not include the 1992 
Proposed Project, it does not satisfy the mandate of Measure B. 
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1992 Alternative 3: Transportation Systems Management 


The 1992 TSM Alternative included the benefits of various existing or programmed transit and 
highway improvements, as in 1992 Alternative 2, and also included the BART extension to the San 
Francisco International Airport and the Tasman Corridor Light Rail Transit (LRT) system from east 
San Jose to Sunnyvale or Mountain View. Additional transit improvements would have included 
changes to AC Transit’s services, as defined previously, in the CSP. In addition, changes to the 
Santa Clara County Transit District’s (now Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority’s or VTA’s) 
bus-route network to complement the BART extension were proposed. Highway improvements in 
the study area included in this alternative were high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes on I-880, from 
SR 238 south to the Montague Expressway. 


This alternative was dismissed from further consideration for the following reasons. 


a This alternative would not satisfy the project purpose and need to alleviate traffic congestion, 
enhance transit accessibility, improve air quality and energy efficiency, and promote transit- 
oriented ’smart growth” land uses. 


mu The alternative does not support the anticipated population growth in the Fremont General Plan. 


The Alameda County Measure B sales tax, which was approved by voters in 1986, provided funding 
for the 1992 Proposed Project. Because 1992 Alternative 3 did not include the 1992 Proposed 
Project, this alternative does not satisfy the mandate of Measure B. 


Measures to Minimize Harm 


The following measures have been identified to minimize harm to Fremont Central Park. 


Mitigation for long-term aesthetic effects of vent structure(s) 


Mitigation Measure A-3—Implement measures to conceal the ventilation structures. In 
designing and placing the ventilation structures in Fremont Central Park, BART will 
implement the following mitigation measures. 


= Coordinate with the City of Fremont in developing criteria for design of the structures to 
be placed in the park. BART will ensure that the final designs of the structures and the 
plantings will be consistent with visual resources of the immediate project vicinity, 
including park maintenance facilities and landscaping. 


m Use surface treatments forms, textures, and colors that reflect Fremont’s architectural 
character and that help blend the ventilation structures and ancillary equipment into the 
surroundings. 


um Establish plantings (e.g., trees and shrubs) along the edges of buildings and any fencing. 
The plantings will be consistent with the character of existing vegetation in the park. 


Mitigation for long-term noise effects of vent structure(s) 


Mitigation Measure N-3—Design and construct electrical substations, vent shafts, and 
other ancillary facilities to reduce noise. Electrical substations, vent shafts, and other 
ancillary facilities will be designed so that noise generated by these facilities does not exceed 
the limits specified in Table 4.13-6 [see Section 4.13]. Measures to be employed may 
include but are not limited to the following. 
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Orient noise-generating components away from noise-sensitive land uses or locate 
buildings between noise-generating components and noise-sensitive land uses. 


Use acoustically rated vents to reduce noise. 


Construct local barriers or enclosures around noise-generating components. 


Mitigation for temporary construction effects 


Mitigation Measure PR-3—Limit construction-related disruptions to Fremont Central 
Park. Implementation of the following measures will be coordinated as necessary under a 
comprehensive agreement with the City of Fremont: 


A relocated dog park will be provided. 


A temporary pedestrian bridge will be constructed over the cut-and-cover subway 
construction just north of Lake Elizabeth. 


Access across the BART construction zone between the parking lots for the softball fields 
will be provided whenever games are scheduled. 


A public pathway across the construction zone from the neighborhood to the east will be 
maintained during construction whenever feasible. 


To the extent that existing park paths may currently be capable of accommodating 
bicycles, the relocated paths will provide equivalent access. The paths will be well 
signed, and any paths closed for public safety and security will be well marked. At least 
one public pathway across the construction zone near Lake Elizabeth will be maintained 
at all times to accommodate people who walk or ride bicycles to the park from the 
residential areas immediately east of the railroad corridor. 


BART and the construction contractor will work with the City of Fremont and ACFCD to 
develop and implement a program to maintain Lake Elizabeth’s flood control function or 
provide alternative temporary storage, if necessary, during the construction period. 


BART and the construction contractor will work with the City of Fremont to find the 
most suitable locations and durations for construction storage. 


BART and its contractor will coordinate with the City Parks and Recreation staff to 
provide as much advance notice as possible for construction scheduling and other project 
activities that would cause disruptions to the use of Central Park. 


Mitigation for construction-period aesthetic effects 


Mitigation Measure A-6—Take measures to conceal temporary construction activities. 
BART will implement the following mitigation measures to rectify, reduce, or minimize 
temporary visual impacts during construction. 


m Fencing will be installed to shield views of construction activities from Stevenson 
Boulevard, Fremont Central Park, Osgood Road, and Grimmer Boulevard. Fencing 
installed by BART contractors will be sufficiently tall to hide all excavation, grading, and 
trenching activities and materials. 

m= Major construction activities will be followed immediately with paving and landscaping. 
Fencing materials will remain in place until finish work (e.g., plantings, site cleanup) has 
been completed. 
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Mitigation measures to reduce adverse effects on the park during construction are also noted in other 
sections of this document (e.g., Section 4.2, Transportation, Section 4.3, Geology, Section 4.5, 
Hydrology and Water Quality, Section 4.7, Biological Resources, Section 4.8, Land Use, Section 4.9, 
Parks and Recreation, Section 4.13, Noise and Vibration, and Section 4.14, Air Quality). 


Coordination/Consultation 


BART has coordinated with the City of Fremont since planning and development for a proposed 
Warm Springs Extension commenced. This included substantial coordination during the 1992 and 
2003 environmental reviews conducted pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA). As noted above in the discussion of alternatives, one important result of the previous 
consultation was that the City objected to the aerial alignment in Fremont Central Park proposed in 
the 1992 EIR, and requested that a subway alignment be considered as a means of reducing impacts 
to park facilities, programs, and patrons. BART has responded to this concern by devising the 
subway portion of the current WSX Alternative. Consultation with the City of Fremont has been re- 
initiated as part of this NEPA process, and is expected to continue throughout the duration of that 
process, as well as the subsequent period of project design and construction. 


Recommended Determination 


The FTA Administrator has determined and DOI has concurred that a direct use and a temporary use 
of the Fremont Central Park would result from the WSX Alternative. As documented herein, there is 
no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of this property, and the WSX Alternative includes all 
possible planning to minimize harm to the property resulting from such use. 


6.4.3 Historic Sites with No Section 4(f) Use 
Hetch Hetchy Aqueduct (Bay/Peninsula Division Pipeline Nos. 1 and 2 


Description and Significance of Property 


In 1934, engineers completed the infrastructure for the Hetch Hetchy Aqueduct in what was then 
Washington Township. The Hetch Hetchy Aqueduct was officially opened on October 28, 1934, 
when water flowed from the Sierra Nevada into Crystal Springs Reservoir on the San Francisco 
Peninsula. The Irvington Portal, a critical component of the Hetch Hetchy Aqueduct, is situated in 
the Fremont hills above Mission Boulevard. The portal is where the Hetch Hetchy waters divide and 
flow through pipelines, either directly towards San Francisco or southward to San Jose and then 
north to San Mateo County. The pipeline traveling through the WSX Alternative area to San 
Francisco was constructed between 1922 and 1934 and is known as the Bay/Peninsula Division of 
the Hetch Hetchy Aqueduct (Page & Turnbull 2000). 


The Hetch Hetchy Aqueduct Bay/Peninsula Pipeline Nos. | and 2 transect the WSX Alternative 
alignment near Paseo Padre Parkway and the UP right-of-way. The two pipelines retain integrity and 
have been determined to be eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A, because of their 
association with the Hetch Hetchy Aqueduct and early water development in the Bay Area and 
California. 
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Application of Section 4(f) Criteria for Use 


The WSX Alternative would construct an alignment over Bay/Peninsula Division Pipeline Nos. | 
and 2 and, thus, is not expected to materially impair (i.e., demolish or substantially alter the physical 
characteristics of) either of the pipelines. The pipelines would continue to convey their historical 
significance. Consequently, no effect on these pipelines is anticipated for purposes of Section 106, 
and no direct, temporary, or constructive use of the Section 4(f) resource would result. 


Coordination/Consultation 


Consultation with the SHPO and other cultural resources stakeholders has been initiated, and is 
described in Section 4.12, Cultural Resources, and in the Section 106 documentation. SHPO has 
formally concurred with the determination of eligibility and the finding of effect for this resource 
(OHP 2006a, 2006b). 


Recommended Determination 


Based on the foregoing analysis, it is recommended that a determination be made by the FTA 
Administrator that no direct, temporary, or constructive use of the Hetch Hetchy Aqueduct 
Bay/Peninsula Division Pipeline Nos. 1 and 2 would result from the WSX Alternative. 


William Y. Horner House 


Description and Significance of Property 


The William Y. Horner House at 3101 Driscoll Road is a single-family residence constructed circa 
the 1850s to 1860s. The building and surrounding landscape retain a high degree of integrity and are 
associated with William Y. Horner, an important early settler in the area. The property was 
determined eligible for the NRHP in a 2002 cultural resource assessment conducted for the Fremont 
Grade Separation Project (William Self Associates 2002). The property retains its integrity and 
SHPO has concurred that it is eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion B for its association 
with William Y. Horner, an important early settler in the area (OHP 2006a, 2006b). In addition, the 
historic landscape, including two palm trees and two pepper trees at the front of the residence, and a 
black oak tree at the rear, adds to the integrity of the property. A secondary residence at 3073 
Driscoll Road is located at the rear of the parcel. This building lacks integrity and therefore does not 
appear to meet NRHP eligibility criteria. 


Application of Section 4(f) Criteria for Use 


The William Y. Horner House is located close (approximately 85 feet) to the WSX alternative 
alignment, and it experiences noise and vibration from movement of freight trains along the UP 
alignment. As part of the WSX Alternative, BART will construct a sound wall along the property 
line between the Horner House and the WSX alignment to mitigate noise impacts. The sound wall 
will cause no visual impacts to the Horner House, as it will be located approximately 50 feet from the 
Horner House. Furthermore, existing vegetation will partially shield the sound wall from view The 
Horner House would continue to convey its historical significance. Consequently, no visual effect on 
the Horner House is anticipated. Groundborne vibration impacts and potential mitigation measures 
are discussed in detail in Section 4.13, Noise and Vibration, which identifies the Horner House as 
one of eight buildings in the Paseo Padre Parkway to Washington Boulevard segment of the WSX 
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Alternative corridor that would be subject to substantial groundborne vibration effects. The studies 
conclude that groundborne vibration levels associated with the WSX Alternative can be reduced to 
levels not to exceed 85 VdB with implementation of mitigation. Because vibration levels can be 
reduced to levels less than 95—100 VdB, the level at which groundborne vibration has the potential to 
cause structural and cosmetic damage to historical resources, vibration effects on the Horner House 
would be negligible, and no adverse effect is anticipated for purposes of Section 106. Thus, it is 
unlikely that vibration effects would substantially impair the protected activities, features, and 
attributes that qualify this resource for protection under Section 4(f). No direct, temporary, or 
constructive use of the Section 4(f) resource would result. 


Coordination/Consultation 


Consultation with the SHPO and other cultural resources stakeholders has been initiated, and is 
described in Section 4.12, Cultural Resources, and in the Section 106 documentation. SHPO has 
formally concurred with the determination of eligibility and the finding of effect for this resource 
(OHP 2006a, 2006b). 


Recommended Determination 


Based on the foregoing analysis, it is recommended that a determination be made by the FTA 
Administrator that no direct, temporary, or constructive use of the Horner House would result from 
the WSX Alternative. 


Dr. J.H. Durham House 


Description and Significance of Property 


The Dr. J. H. Durham House at 42539 Osgood Road was previously recorded and evaluated for the 
NRHP in a 2000 cultural resource assessment conducted as part of the Osgood Road Widening 
Project (William Self Associates 2000). The previous evaluation determined that the property 
appeared eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion C at a local level for its unique architectural 
style (1.e., Prairie Style with Spanish Colonial Revival elements). The SHPO subsequently reviewed 
the resource and concurred with the 2000 NRHP determination of eligibility (OHP 2006a, 2006b). 
Qualified architectural historians revisited the property as part of this project and found no significant 
changes since the previous evaluation. Therefore, based upon concurrence by the SHPO and the lack 
of subsequent changes to the characteristics of the property, the Durham House remains eligible for 
listing in the NRHP. 


Application of Section 4(f) Criteria for Use 


The Durham House is situated at the northeast corner of a relatively large parcel (2.59 acres) near the 
WSX Alternative alignment. Additional historic landscape features are located close to the 
residence. The building and historic landscape features are more than 390 feet from the WSX 
Alternative alignment and are separated from the alignment by an open field. Therefore, the WSX 
Alternative is not expected to cause the physical destruction, relocation, or alteration of the building 
or associated historic landscape features. In addition, because the residence is located more than 390 
feet from the WSX Alternative alignment, increased groundborne vibration levels are not expected to 
have an effect on the property, nor would any noise, aesthetic, or access effects occur. Since the 
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property would continue to convey its historical significance, no effect is anticipated for purposes of 
Section 106, and no direct, temporary, or constructive use of the Section 4(f) resource would result. 


Coordination/Consultation 


Consultation with the SHPO and other cultural resources stakeholders has been initiated, and is 
described in Section 4.12, Cultural Resources, and in the Section 106 documentation. The SHPO has 
previously concurred with the determination of eligibility for this resource as part of the Osgood 
Road Widening Project. SHPO has formally concurred with the finding of effect for this resource 
(OHP 2006a, 2006b). 


Recommended Determination 


The FTA Administrator has determined and DOI has concurred that no direct, temporary, or 
constructive use of the Durham House would result from the WSX Alternative. 


6.4.4 Historic Sites with Potential Section 4(f) Use 
CA-Ala-343 


Description and Significance of Property 


CA-Ala-343 is a large prehistoric Native American site that has been subject to numerous 
archaeological investigations since it was first recorded in 1968 (King 1968). FTA has determined, 
with SHPO concurrence, that this site is eligible for listing in the NRHP (OHP 2006b). This site 
meets the eligibility criteria for listing in the NRHP and CRHR under Criterion A and Criterion D, 
due to the size of the site and richness of the site both in diagnostic artifacts and burials, and in the 
association of burials with artifacts. It is a large village site that has the potential to yield information 
regarding the prehistory of the Ohlone Indians, the region, and California. There is also significant 
public interest in CA-Ala-343 due to the large quantity of human remains that have been found there. 


Based on the results of previous surveys and excavations, the WSX Alternative alignment does not 
appear to cross directly through the CA-Ala-343 site as the boundaries are currently understood. 
However, CA-Ala-343 is an extensive site, and its boundaries remain poorly defined despite 
numerous field investigations to date. 


Application of Section 4(f) Criteria for Use 


Although not currently known to extend into the WSX Alternative project area, Chavez et al. (1991) 
strongly suggest that construction of the WSX Alternative could result in permanent substantial 
impacts on unidentified portions of CA-Ala-343 south of the Tule Pond. Unless subsurface features 
associated with CA-Ala-343 are absent from the project area or lack integrity to contribute to the 
site’s significance, it is assumed that important subsurface deposits may be present in the WSX 
Alternative area and that construction of the elevated structures and subway for the WSX Alternative 
would potentially destroy a portion of an historically important resource. Accordingly, SHPO has 
determined that there will be an adverse effect on CA-Ala-343 for purposes of Section 106, and a 
direct use has been assumed for purposes of Section 4(f). 
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Coordination/Consultation 


Consultation with the SHPO and other cultural resources stakeholders has been initiated, and is 
described in Section 4.12, Cultural Resources, and in the Section 106 documentation. SHPO has 
formally concurred with the determination of eligibility and the finding of effect for this resource 
(OHP 2006b). 


Avoidance Alternatives 


Chapter 3, Alternatives Considered, details the potential transportation alternatives that have been 
evaluated for the Warm Springs corridor over the course of more than 10 years. Of these, the WSX 
Alternative has been carried forward as the alternative that most satisfactorily addresses the need for 
and purpose of a transportation investment in the corridor. 


For the reasons outlined below, no other feasible and prudent alternatives exist that would avoid the 
direct use of this Section 4(f) resource (CA-Ala-343). 


No-Build and Transportation System Management Alternatives 

See discussion of No-Build and TSM alternatives above for Fremont Central Park. 
Alternatives on a New Location 

See discussion of alternatives on a new location above for Fremont Central Park. 
Alternatives on the Same Location 


Until the results of additional subsurface investigations are available, it cannot be concluded with any 
certainty that there are alternatives along the same alignment that would avoid the Section 4(f) 
resource. Clearly, it can be assumed that the subway configuration included as part of the WSX 
Alternative raises the possibility of encountering buried cultural resources, but that aerial and at- 
grade alternatives would not entirely eliminate this possibility either. Varying degrees of ground- 
disturbing activity would have to occur under any of these scenarios. Considering the other 
environmental, engineering, and financial constraints that would be associated with the aerial and at- 
grade alternatives previously considered in 1992 and 2003, it can be reasonably concluded that none 
would be feasible and prudent. 


Measures to Minimize Harm 
The following measures have been identified to minimize harm to CA-Ala-343. 


Mitigation Measure CR-2(a)—Prepare and implement MOA and treatment plan for 
APE. BART will prepare and enter into an MOA with SHPO that assumes the presence of 
an archaeological site and potential adverse effects on resources, including human remains. 
The MOA will provide for subsurface testing and data recovery in a detailed treatment plan 
for the entire APE as needed prior to construction, as well as other measures to minimize and 
mitigate impacts. The treatment plan will include, but not be limited to the details described 
in Mitigation Measures CR-2(b), CR-2(c), and CR-2(d). 


Mitigation Measure CR-2(b)—Conduct geomorphological research and subsurface 
investigations, including backhoe trenching. Based on examinations of the project area, 
the entire APE, with the exception of filled areas, is considered moderately to very highly 
sensitive for the potential for buried cultural resources. 
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To locate buried sites within the project APE, the following procedures will be implemented. 
However, regardless of the sensitivity of the area, if the project will not result in subsurface 
disturbance in a particular location, no subsurface investigations will be required in that 
location. By undertaking the majority of the procedures described below prior to 
construction, monitoring and construction delays can be reduced. 


The project segments (Segments 1-6, as identified above in the impact discussion) have been 
classified into three broad types of sensitivity: very high, high, and high to moderate. Each 
classification is reached by considering known sites, setting, and sediment type. This 
information is then compared against proposed construction impacts, with resource 
identification and treatment activities varying accordingly. 


m Very High Sensitivity (Segment 1): Because of the presence of a known site, impacts on 
Segment | (north end of APE to northern subway portal) will be addressed in an MOA 
and treatment plan. This entire portion of the APE will be subjected to some degree of 
subsurface archaeological testing prior to construction; such testing will be detailed in an 
MOA and treatment plan. 


m High Sensitivity (Segments 2, 3, 5, and 6): To test for buried cultural materials in areas 
with Holocene period alluvium where subsurface disturbance is proposed, backhoe 
trenches will be excavated in open areas on a regular grid at intervals of approximately 
500 feet. The depth of trenches will be to the maximum reach of the machine or until 
groundwater level is reached. Soil descriptions and profiles will be drawn as needed. A 
geoarchaeologist will be present during this testing activity and will use their judgment to 
continue or limit backhoe testing within the Basin Sediments. The subway tunnel will be 
monitored for disturbance occurring as deep as approximately 15 feet, because 
preconstruction excavation would not be possible. 


m High to Moderate Sensitivity (Segment 4): Pleistocene and Undifferentiated Alluvium in 
this segments will be tested using backhoe trenches at intervals of approximately 
650 feet, in open areas as available, and only where subsurface disturbance is proposed. 
These trenches will be excavated below the proposed depth of construction, which in the 
at-grade areas may be fairly shallow. Based on the results of this effort and sediment 
conditions, the geoarchaeologist may recommend a closer trenching interval within the 
Pleistocene and Undifferentiated Alluvium. 


Mitigation Measure CR-2(c)—Conduct subsurface testing, data recovery, and reporting 
for CA-ALA-343. SHPO has concurred that CA-ALA-343 is an NRHP-eligible resource 
that will be adversely affected by the WSX Alternative. BART will conduct subsurface 
testing to assess and minimize potential effects on prehistoric and historic archaeological 
resources at CA-ALA-343 and vicinity. To establish the presence or absence and the 
integrity of CA-ALA-343 deposits in the project area, BART will design a focused 
subsurface testing program and implement it in areas south of Tule Pond and north of 
Stevenson Boulevard that have not previously been subject to subsurface archaeological 
investigations. To do this, BART will retain qualified archaeologists to conduct the 
investigation, which will follow standard professional practice for the evaluation of cultural 
resources. Before the investigation begins, a work plan will be prepared, including Native 
American protocols for the project, a research design, and methods of conducting the study. 


Following test excavations, a technical report will be prepared to document the results of the 
investigation. The technical report will be submitted to BART and also placed on file at the 
Northwest Information Center of the California Historical Resources Information System at 
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Sonoma State University. If archaeological deposits are discovered, the report will define the 
WSX Alternative’s expected effects and present specific recommendations for subsequent 
actions. Consideration will be given to preserving important archaeological deposits in the 
project area by avoiding the deposits or otherwise protecting them from impacts, if feasible. 


If preservation alternatives are not possible or feasible, BART will conduct data recovery for 
CA-ALA-343 and vicinity in order to minimize impacts. If significant archaeological 
deposits that cannot be avoided or otherwise protected are found within the WSX Alternative 
area, BART will ensure that data recovery is implemented by qualified archaeologists in 
accordance with standard professional practices. If archaeological deposits that indicate the 
presence or probable likelihood of Native American human remains are discovered, the data 
recovery plan will be prepared and implemented in consultation with appropriate 
representatives of the Native American community. The objective of archaeological data 
recovery will be to adequately recover the scientifically consequential information from and 
about the historical resource. The results of the study will be deposited with the California 
Historical Resources Regional Information Center. 


Mitigation Measure CR-2(d)—Stop work if buried cultural deposits are encountered 
during construction activities. If buried cultural resources such as chipped or ground stone, 
quantities of bone or shell material, or historic debris or building foundations are 
inadvertently discovered during ground-disturbing activities, work will be stopped within a 
100-foot radius of the find until a qualified archaeologist can assess the significance of the 
find. If, after evaluation by a qualified archaeologist, an archaeological site or other find is 
identified as meeting the criteria for inclusion in the NRHP or the CRHR, BART will retain a 
qualified archaeologist to develop and implement an adequate program for investigation, 
avoidance if feasible, and data recovery for the site, with Native American consultation, if 
appropriate.’ 


If human skeletal remains are inadvertently encountered during construction of the 

WSX Alternative, the contractor will contact the Alameda County Coroner immediately. If 
the County Coroner determines that the remains are Native American, the coroner will 
contact the NAHC, as required by Section 7050.5[c] of the California Health and Safety 
Code, and the County Coordinator of Indian Affairs. A qualified archaeologist will also be 
contacted immediately. 


Recommended Determination 


The FTA Administrator has determined and DOI has concurred that a direct use of this resource 
would result from the WSX Alternative. As documented herein, there is no feasible and prudent 
alternative to the use of this resource, and the WSX Alternative includes all possible planning to 
minimize harm to the property resulting from such use. 


' This portion of Mitigation Measures CR-2 applies to the WSX Alternative area where construction is not 
anticipated to encounter archaeological remains and will therefore not be monitored or previously investigated by 
qualified archaeologists. 
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Gallegos Winery Ruins (Structural Remains) 


Description and Significance of Property 


In 1881 Juan Gallegos purchased the former Elias Beard ranch near present-day Washington 
Boulevard. Gallegos was born in Costa Rica and settled in the United States with his family in 1872. 
His wife, Donna Julia Montealegre, was the daughter of Dr. José Maria Montealegre, third president 
of Costa Rica. Gallegos planted a 600-acre vineyard and constructed a large winery known as the 
Gallegos or Palmdale Winery on his vast Irvington property. A spur of the nearby railroad ran 
directly to the winery to ease distribution of wine throughout the country. The highly profitable 
winery operated successfully until the early 1900s when it fell victim to a bad wine economy and 
vine disease. The 1906 San Francisco earthquake destroyed the winery complex (William Self 
Associates 2002). 


The Gallegos Winery ruins site is currently unoccupied and contains no intact structures other than 
portions of the former winery building walls. Vegetation obscures much of the site. Several of the 
palm trees that were part of the original winery facility remain on the site. 


Based on the results of cultural resource assessments conducted in 2002 and 2003 for the Fremont 
Grade Separation Project, as well as the additional cultural resources analysis performed for the 
WSX Alternative, the structural remains and associated features (e.g., palm trees) of the Gallegos 
Winery ruins appear to be eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criteria A and B, due to an 
association both with people of importance to local history (1.e., Juan Gallegos) and their association 
with events of importance (i.e., the development of local agriculture and the Irvington District). In 
addition, the ruins of the winery retain a sufficient degree of integrity of design, workmanship, 
setting, and feeling, despite their debilitated state. 


Archaeological testing and subsurface evaluations were conducted at the winery site in 2003 as part 
of the mitigation program for the Fremont Grade Separation Project. The 2003 investigation 
included additional archival research, photographic documentation to Historic American Building 
Survey (HABS) standards, preconstruction testing to evaluate the vertical and horizontal boundaries 
of the site, and a magnetic geophysical survey of portions of the site. The study found that no 
significant subsurface archaeological resources were present at the winery site. Thus, the 2002 
proposed finding of eligibility does not extend to the subsurface below the winery. Only the 
aboveground structural remains of the winery are considered a significant architectural resource for 
purposes of Section 106 and this Section 4(f) evaluation. 


Application of Section 4(f) Criteria for Use 


Implementation of the optional Irvington Station would involve the construction of a pedestrian 
walkway and parking lot on the Gallegos Winery ruins property. The pedestrian bridge would be 
constructed approximately 16 feet above the reconfigured Osgood Road, from the Irvington Station 
to the proposed main parking lot, on the west and south sides of the Gallegos Winery ruins. A 
pedestrian/bike path, bus lot, and passenger drop-off area would be incorporated into the parking lot 
area. The introduction of these new structures would result in a loss of historic setting for the 
structural remains of the winery and its associated features, thereby altering them to such a degree 
that the ability of the site to convey its significance would be materially impaired. Because the 
structural remains of the Gallegos Winery ruins and the associated landscape features comprise the 
only known cultural resource site that can be directly associated with the Gallegos family and the 
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early development of viniculture in the City of Fremont, the substantial alteration in the historic 
setting would result in an adverse effect for purposes of Section 106 and a direct use for purposes of 
Section 4(f). 


Coordination/Consultation 


Consultation with the SHPO and other cultural resources stakeholders has been initiated, and is 
described in Section 4.12, Cultural Resources, and in the Section 106 documentation. SHPO has 
formally concurred with the determination of eligibility and the finding of effect for this resource 
(OHP 2006a, 2006b). 


Avoidance Alternatives 


Chapter 3, Alternatives Considered, details the potential transportation alternatives that have been 
evaluated for the Warm Springs corridor over the course of more than 10 years. Of these, the WSX 
Alternative has been carried forward as the alternative that most satisfactorily addresses the need for 
and purpose of a transportation investment in the corridor. 


The Gallegos Winery ruins are located on the northern end of a 4.9-acre parcel that is currently 
undeveloped. Implementation of the optional Irvington Station would result in the construction of 
222 surface parking spaces on the southern portion of the Gallegos Winery property, which would 
result in the direct use of portions of this historic property. The direct use would be avoided if 
alternate locations for parking were found. 


Bound by the Hayward Fault on the east, the railroad corridor on the west, and bisected by Osgood 
Road, the Irvington Station site is a highly constrained site. One way of maintaining the number of 
parking spaces at Irvington Station, but removing them from the Gallegos parcel would be to 
construct a parking garage at Irvington. There are two potential locations for parking structures on 
the station site, neither of which is prudent for a parking structure. The first location for a parking 
structure would be south of the Gallegos parcel between Osgood Road and the Hayward Fault to the 
east. As shown in Figure 3-8a, the Hayward Fault borders the parcel, making it an unsuitable 
location for a parking structure. As discussed in Section 4.3.2.2, the site is subject to active fault 
creep of approximately 0.32 inch/year, and the Hayward Fault Zone is considered capable of 
producing the next major earthquake in the San Francisco Bay Area. Additionally, construction of a 
parking structure adjacent to the Gallegos Winery site could create an adverse visual effect to a 
substantially greater degree than the adverse effect associated with surface parking. The second 
potential location for a parking structure is between Osgood Road and the BART alignment, adjacent 
to the Ford House on the south. However, a parking structure adjacent to the Ford House would 
create an adverse visual effect to the Ford House substantially greater than the surface parking 
currently planned. In addition, the cost of constructing a 222-space parking structure is estimated at 
approximately $10 million. 


A pedestrian walkway is also planned on the Gallegos parcel, located on the east side of Osgood 
Road and extending from near the corner of Osgood Road and Washington Boulevard to the planned 
parking area. This ground level pathway would run parallel to and approximately 100 feet from the 
winery ruins. Although the pathway is located on the historic property, it would not detract from the 
historic nature of the winery ruins. In fact it would provide a good vantage point from which to view 
the Gallegos ruins. Mitigation Measure CR-S5 (Preserve and interpret structural remains of Gallegos 
Winery and associated features) in the EIS requires the preservation and interpretation of the 
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Gallegos winery ruins. This requirement would actually improve access and public awareness of the 
winery site.” 


For the reasons and the additional reasons outlined below, no other feasible and prudent alternatives 
exist that would avoid the direct use of this Section 4(f) resource—Gallegos Winery Ruins 
(Structural Remains). 


Alternatives on a New Location 
See discussion of alternatives on a new location above for Fremont Central Park. 
Alternatives on the Same Location 


The WSX Alternative could proceed without construction of the optional Irvington Station, thereby 
eliminating the direct use of the Section 4(f) resource. However, not constructing this station could 
result in a transportation investment that does not fully meet the need for and purpose of 
improvements along the Warm Springs corridor. Lack of an Irvington Station is inconsistent with 
BART’s Extension Staging Policy, which was in effect in 1992, during early project planning. 
BART?’s current System Expansion Policy, adopted in 1999, effectively supercedes the Extension 
Staging Policy. The new policy includes goals to demonstrate a commitment to transit-supportive 
growth and development and to develop projects in partnership with communities that will be served. 
The Irvington Concept Plan being developed by the City of Fremont incorporates the principles of 
transit-oriented development. 


Other alternatives that have been evaluated and dismissed, but that would potentially avoid this 
Section 4(f) resource are summarized below. For the reasons noted, none could be considered 
feasible and prudent. 


1992 Alternative 6: 7.8-Mile Extension with Two Stations (No Irvington Station) 


1992 Alternative 6 was described as a 7.8-mile extension with no station in the Irvington District. 
This alternative was dismissed from further consideration because it is longer than the WSX 
Alternative (7.8 miles vs. 5.4 miles) and would result in greater environmental impacts. This 
alternative would also entail potential proximity impacts to the Section 4(f) resource. 


1992 Alternative 7: 7.8-Mile Extension with Two Stations (No Irvington Station) 


1992 Alternative 7 was described as a 7.8-mile, two-station extension, mostly on an aerial structure, 
with no Irvington Station, and running east of the UP tracks outside of railroad rights-of-way, from 
south of Washington Boulevard to the end of the line. With Alternative 7, significant visual impacts 
would have resulted due to the aerial BART structure over Washington Boulevard and through the 
Irvington district. The unmitigable visual impacts of the structure and of the associated sound walls 
in the vicinity of Washington Boulevard and the surrounding Irvington redevelopment area also 
contributed to determining that Alternative 7 was infeasible. Additionally, the aerial structure over 
Washington Boulevard could have resulted in the increased risk of structural damage or collapse 
during strong seismic activity. This alternative was dismissed from further consideration because it 
is longer than the WSX Alternative (7.8 miles vs. 5.4 miles) and would result in greater 
environmental impacts. This alternative would also entail potential proximity impacts to the 
Section 4(f) resource. 


1992 Alternative 8: 7.8-Mile Extension along Osgood Road and Warm Springs Boulevard, with Two 
Stations (No Irvington Station) 


BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 6-37 
Volume 1 J&S 04071.04 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Chapter 6. Section 4(f)/Section 6(f) Evaluation 


1992 Alternative 8 was described as a 7.8-mile, two-station extension of BART south from the 
Fremont Station. This alternative was dismissed from further consideration for the following 
reasons. 


a This alternative would require that the Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG&E) transmission 
towers along Osgood Road and Warm Springs Boulevard be raised to provide clearance over the 
BART structure. In addition, the aerial structure associated with this alternative would result in 
unavoidable adverse visual impacts south of Washington Boulevard along Osgood Road and 
Warm Springs Boulevard, including the area where the Section 4(f) resource is located. The 
city’s grade separations project has enabled an at-grade alignment for BART to be considered as 
part of the WSX Alternative, which would substantially reduce these significant visual impacts. 


ma This alternative is longer than the WSX Alternative (7.8 miles vs. 5.4 miles) and would result in 
greater environmental impacts. 


1992 Alternative 9: 5.4-Mile Extension with One Station (Warm Springs) 


1992 Alternative 9 was described as a 5.4-mile, one-station extension along the same route as 
described under 1992 Alternative 4. This alternative was dismissed from further consideration 
because it does not include an Irvington Station and is inconsistent with transit-oriented 
development. 


1992 Alternative 10: 7.8-Mile Extension with One Station (South Warm Springs) 


1992 Alternative 10 was described as a 7.8-mile, one-station extension along the same route as 
described under 1992 Alternative 8, with a single proposed station to be located in South Warm 
Springs, near Scott Creek/Kato Road. This alternative was dismissed from further consideration 
because it is longer than the WSX Alternative (7.8 miles vs. 5.4 miles) and would result in greater 
environmental impacts. 


1992 Alternative 11: 7.8-Mile Extension with Two Stations (No Warm Springs Station) 


1992 Alternative 11 was described as a 7.8-mile, two-station extension with no Warm Springs 
Station. This alternative was dismissed from further consideration because it is longer than the WSX 
Alternative (7.8 miles vs. 5.4 miles) and would result in greater environmental impacts. 


No-Build and Transportation System Management Alternatives 


See discussion of No-Build and TSM alternatives above for Fremont Central Park. 


Measures to Minimize Harm 


The following measure has been identified to minimize harm to Gallegos Winery ruins (structural 
remains). 


Mitigation Measure CR-5—Preserve and interpret structural remains of Gallegos 
Winery and associated features. BART will not disturb the structural remains of the 
winery and retain as many of the historic palm trees as feasible. This way the site can be 
incorporated into the proposed optional Irvington Station walkway and parking lot. An 
appropriate barrier or fencing will be placed between the proposed walkway/parking lot and 
the structural remains so that the site is protected and also visible to the public. BART will 
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also display an interpretive plaque or signage explaining the history and significance of the 
site nearby the winery ruins. The objective of this interpretive tool would be to increase local 
and regional public awareness of this historic site, as well as an awareness of BART’s efforts 
to maintain the structural remains while preserving its essential historic character. 


Mitigation Measure A-7(b)—Incorporate Gallegos Winery site into design of optional 
Irvington Station. In developing detailed architectural and landscape plans for the optional 
Irvington Station, BART will take the following mitigation measures. 


= BART will work with the City of Fremont to ensure that the final designs are consistent 
with the city’s goals for preserving the Gallegos Winery ruins. 


mu The design and layout of the parking lot area east of Osgood Road will be designed to 
avoid physical encroachment on the Gallegos Winery ruins. 


= BART will work with the City of Fremont to develop design guidelines to ensure the 
final landscaping/plantings design of the parking lot and near the Gallegos Winery ruins 
are consistent with the visual resources of the immediate project vicinity. 


m Artificial lighting will be installed in a manner that minimizes spillover light, using such 
design features as capping, shielding, and ground-level bollards. 


Recommended Determination 


The FTA Administrator has determined and DOI has concurred that a direct use of this resource 
would result from the WSX Alternative. As documented herein, there is no feasible and prudent 
alternative to the use of this resource, and the WSX Alternative includes all possible planning to 
minimize harm to the resource resulting from such use. 


Ford House 


Description and Significance of Property 


The Ford House at 41753 Osgood Road is a single-family residence constructed circa 1895. A 2000 
cultural resources assessment prepared for the Osgood Road Widening Project found that the 
property appeared to be eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion C at a local level because of 
its unique architectural style (1.e., an example of a late 19th century in-town Queen Anne style 
residence in Fremont) (William Self Associates 2000). The SHPO reviewed the resource and 
concurred with the 2000 NRHP finding of eligibility. Qualified architectural historians revisited the 
property as part of this project and found no significant changes have taken place to the property 
since the 2000 evaluation. SHPO formally acknowledged that the 2000 NRHP finding remains valid 
(OHP 2006a, 2006b). Therefore, based upon concurrence by the SHPO and the lack of subsequent 
changes to the characteristics of the property, the Ford House remains eligible for listing in the 
NRHP. 


Application of Section 4(f) Criteria for Use 


Implementation of the optional Irvington Station would entail construction of a parking lot on and 
around the Ford House property and would also involve the demolition of a modern structure to the 
rear of the Ford House. The proposed construction would result in a loss of historic setting to the 
Ford House and associated landscape, thereby altering the site to such a degree that the ability of the 
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building to convey its significance as a residence would be materially impaired. This would 
constitute an adverse effect under Section 106, and would result in a direct use of this Section 4(f) 
resource. 


Coordination/Consultation 


Consultation with the SHPO and other cultural resources stakeholders has been initiated, and is 
described in Section 4.12, Cultural Resources, and in the Section 106 documentation. The SHPO has 
previously concurred with the determination of eligibility for this resource as part of the Osgood 
Road Widening Project. SHPO also has concurred with the finding of effect for this resource (OHP 
2006a, 2006b). 


Avoidance Alternatives 


Chapter 3, Alternatives Considered, details the potential transportation alternatives that have been 
evaluated for the Warm Springs corridor over the course of more than 10 years. Of these, the WSX 
Alternative has been carried forward as the alternative that most satisfactorily addresses the need for 
and purpose of a transportation investment in the corridor. 


The construction of surface parking on a portion of the Ford House site would result in a direct use of 
this historic property. The area of direct use could potentially be reduced by construction of a 
parking structure. As discussed in the comment regarding the surface parking on the Gallegos winery 
property above, this alternative would not be feasible or prudent since there are substantially greater 
adverse visual impacts related to a parking structure adjacent to either the Gallegos winery or the 
Ford House compared to surface parking. 


For these reasons and the reasons outlined below, no other feasible and prudent alternatives exist that 
would avoid the direct use of this Section 4(f) resource—Ford House. 


Alternatives on a New Location 
See discussion of alternatives on a new location above for Fremont Central Park. 
Alternatives on the Same Location 


See discussion of alternatives on the same location above for Gallegos Winery Ruins (Structural 
Remains). 


No-Build and Transportation System Management Alternatives 


See discussion of No-Build and TSM alternatives above for Fremont Central Park. 


Measures to Minimize Harm 


The following measure has been identified to minimize harm to this resource. 


Mitigation Measure CR-6(a)—Document the Ford House. BART will hire a qualified 
cultural resources management specialist to document the Ford House with a historical 
narrative and large-format photographs in a manner consistent with the Historic American 
Buildings Survey (HABS). Copies of the narrative and photographs would be distributed to 
branches of the Alameda County Library system, Alameda County Historical Society, and 
the Washington Township Historical Society. The preparation of the HABS documentation 
will follow standard NPS procedures. There will be three main tasks: gather data, prepare 
photographic documentation, and prepare written historic and descriptive reports. The 
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photographic documentation will consist of large-format photography conforming to HABS 
standards. Photographic documentation will include 4- by 5-inch negatives in labeled 
sleeves, 8- by 10-inch prints mounted on labeled photo cards, and an index to the 
photographs. In addition to the residence and its setting, the research will include possible 
photographic reproduction of any available building blueprints. 


Mitigation Measure CR-6(b)—Adapt Ford House for reuse. BART will retain the Ford 
House (41753 Osgood Road) and adjoining mature landscape for reuse as part of the 
proposed Optional Irvington Station. 


1. Prior to the rehabilitation or reuse of any portion of the Ford House and associated 
landscape features, a qualified cultural resource management specialist will prepare a 
Historic Structures Report following Office of Historic Preservation guidelines. The 
report shall document the construction history of the Ford House property; identify the 
character-defining features of the residence (i.e., the form and detailing of exterior 
building materials), and record the existing appearance and condition of the building. 


2. Based on information from the Historic Structures Report, BART will rehabilitate the 
Ford House and will explore adaptive reuse options (1.e., office, commercial 
establishment) for the building according to guidelines established in the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic 
Buildings. As part of the reuse efforts, BART will take steps to retain the building’s 
architectural significance (i.e., historic appearance) despite any planned alterations or 
additions necessary for contemporary use. Physical changes to the Ford House shall not 
result in the loss of the building’s historic character or integrity. 


3. Prior to the rehabilitation or reuse of any portion of the Ford House, a qualified cultural 
resource management specialist will also prepare a preservation and maintenance plan for 
the Ford House that is compatible with The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 
Treatment of Historic Properties. 


Recommended Determination 


Based on the foregoing analysis, the FTA Administrator has determined and DOI has concurred that 
a direct use of this resource would result from the WSX Alternative. As documented herein, there is 
no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of this resource, and the WSX Alternative includes all 
possible planning to minimize harm to the property resulting from such use. 


6.5 Section 4(f) Consultation and Coordination 


Formal consultation has been initiated with the following agencies: City of Fremont, Fremont 
Unified School District, and NPS. Copies of this correspondence are included in Appendix E. 


Notification letters were sent to the Alameda County Historical Society and the Washington 
Township Historical Society requesting information regarding cultural resources that may be located 
along the WSX Alternative alignment. 


Native American consultation has been conducted through letters sent to the California Native 
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) and to individual Native American contacts. In response, 
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the NAHC indicated that a search of their sacred lands database did not identify sacred lands listed 
within the WSX Alternative area. Two responses were received from the individual Native 
Americans who were contacted. Both respondents, Andrew Galvan and Katherine Perez, are 
members of the Ohlone Tribe who are active in the Native American community and involved in 
Native American issues throughout the Bay Area. Native American consultation is expected to 
continue throughout the construction period of the WSX Alternative because the WSX Alternative 
area is sensitive and includes known cultural resources. 


An additional set of consultation letters was sent to Native American representatives on March 9, 
2006, which reported that the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) has concurred with the 
determination that CA-ALA-343 is eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) and that there will be an adverse effect to the site. The March 2006 letter informed the 
Native Americans that a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) and Historic Properties Treatment Plan 
(HPTP) are being prepared to address adverse affects to CA-ALA-343. (A copy of the draft MOA is 
provided in Appendix E-2.) The letter invited the Native American representatives to be concurring 
parties on the MOA and to receive copies of the HPTP upon their request. Three individuals have 
responded to this letter: two individuals have requested to be included on the MOA and to receive 
copies of the MOA and HPTP, and one individual requested copies of the documents and asked to be 
included in the monitoring phase of the project. 


6.6 Section 6(f)(3) Considerations 


Section 6(f)(3) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act (LWCF Act) (16 USC Section 4601-4) 
contains provisions to protect federal investments in park and recreation resources and the quality of 
those assisted resources. The law recognizes the likelihood that changes in land use or development 
may make park use of some areas purchased with LWCF funds obsolete over time, particularly in 
rapidly changing urban areas, and provides for conversion to other use pursuant to certain specific 
conditions. 


Section 6(f)(3) - No property acquired or developed with assistance under this section shall, 
without the approval of the Secretary, be converted to other than public outdoor recreation uses. 
The Secretary shall approve such conversion only if he finds it to be in accord with the then 
existing comprehensive statewide outdoor recreation plan and only upon such conditions as he 
deems necessary to assure the substitution of other recreation properties of at least equal fair 
market value and of reasonably equivalent usefulness and location. 


This requirement applies to all parks and other sites that have been the subject of LWCF grants of 
any type, and includes acquisition of park land and development or rehabilitation of park facilities. 


A review of the LWCF grants database and consultation with City of Fremont and NPS staff 
members indicate that two projects at Fremont Central Park were funded with LWCF grants. 


The two projects at Fremont Central Park that received LWCF grants are: 


m 1973/74 - Central Park Bike Trail development $14,456 grant #06-00332 

m 1973/74 - Central Park Sports Complex $95,562 grant #06-00394 
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Formal consultation with NPS, the California Department of Parks and Recreation (State Parks), and 
the City of Fremont has been initiated to obtain information regarding the LWCF-assisted property in 
Fremont Central Park that is subject to Section 6(f)(3) restrictions. Initial written correspondence 
was directed to NPS and the City of Fremont on August 4, 2004. NPS staff was then contacted by 
telephone on September 29, 2004 and October 18, 2004. These discussions led to a meeting among 
BART, NPS, State Parks, and City staff on November 2, 2004. The meeting included a field visit to 
view the proposed project area in Fremont Central Park. Subsequently, NPS has consulted with State 
Parks staff and provided its preliminary findings with respect to the application of Section 6(f)(3). 
Consultation among the parties remains ongoing, but has thus far revealed the information that 
follows. 


6.6.1 Land and Water Conservation Fund-Assisted 
Property in Fremont Central Park 


Of the two LWCF grants in Fremont Central Park, the first (#06-00332) provided for the 
improvement of a bike trail along the northern and eastern shore of Lake Elizabeth, comprising a 
portion of the trail which encircles the lake, and the second (#06-00394) provided for construction of 
two softball fields, utility construction, installation of an irrigation system, and landscaping of 5.83 
acres in the northeast portion of the park. Since the City received the grants prior to the requirement 
for contemporaneous mapping, the precise boundaries of each grant-assisted area are unclear. The 
NPS, in correspondence dated November 12, 2004, has stated that it “considers these areas as being 
contained within ‘property...developed with assistance under this section.’” Subsequent discussions 
among NPS, the California Department of Parks and Recreation, the City of Fremont, and BART 
indicate that only a portion of the northern ventilation structure is within the LCWF-assisted area. 


The NPS, in consultation with City of Fremont staff, has found that the grant-assisted property 
containing a portion of the bike path falls under a license agreement between the City and the 
Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District. The NPS has suggested that, 
because the original license agreement has expired, the Section 6(f)(3) requirements governing 
LWCF-assisted property in this area may also have ceased with the expiration of the license 
agreement. However, until the status of the license agreement is resolved, the discussion that follows 
regarding effects on LWCF-assisted property assumes that the area in the northeast portion of the 
park that was assisted by grant #06-00394, and the area in the southeast portion of the park that was 
assisted by grant #06-00332 are both subject to Section 6(f)(3) requirements. 


6.6.2 Effects on Land and Water Conservation Fund- 
Assisted Property 


As described more fully in Section 6.4.2 above and Section 4.9 of the EIS, two options are being 
considered for ventilating the subway beneath Fremont Central Park and Lake Elizabeth: a single 
ventilation structure (Option 1) or two slightly smaller structures (Option 2). If Option 1 is 
implemented, the structure would be placed in Fremont Central Park, approximately 125 feet south 
of the existing parking area. If Option 2 is implemented, one structure would be placed in the 
existing Fremont Central Park south parking lot and a second structure would be placed east of Lake 
Elizabeth near Mission Creek. The ventilation structures under either option would be primarily 
subterranean, but would include aboveground features (a 10-foot-high wall and a paved parking 
area). Option | would cover an area approximately 50 to 70 feet wide and 300 feet long, and 
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Option 2 would cover two areas approximately 40 to 60 feet wide and 230 feet long each. The 
proposed ventilation structures would occupy no more than about 0.13% of Fremont Central Park’s 
total area (433.9 acres). 


Based on an examination of grant documents and maps provided by the City of Fremont, it appears 
that a portion of the northern vent structure would encroach into LWCF-assisted property between 
the existing south parking lot and softball field #2 by about 2,400 square feet. The remaining portion 
of the vent structure would not affect LWCF-assisted property since it would fall within an area 
formerly subject to a state highway easement. The parties have agreed that no LWCF grant funds 
were expended for facilities in this former easement area. NPS staff confirmed this in their 
November 12, 2004 correspondence. 


NPS staff members have also indicated that some or all of the southern vent structure would 
encroach into LWCF-assisted property at the southeast side of Fremont Central Park. For purposes 
of this analysis, it is assumed that all of the southern vent structure would occupy LWCF-assisted 
property. This assumption has been made in accordance with correspondence dated December 3, 
2004, from NPS to the City of Fremont stating that “NPS considers both proposed BART ventilation 
structures to encroach into the 6(f)(3) protected area” (Munsterman pers. comm.). 


In addition to the permanent presence of the vent structures, the WSX Alternative would occupy a 
permanent underground easement under Fremont Central Park, and would entail temporary 
construction-period disruption of recreation uses in a portion of the park as described in Section 4.09, 
Parks and Recreation. NPS staff members have advised that the permanent easement is excepted 
from Section 6(f)(3) requirements pursuant to Land and Water Conservation Fund Grants Manual, 
Section 675.9.3.A.(5)(a), which provides an exception for underground utility easements. NPS staff 
members have determined that public transit within an urban area should be considered a necessary 
utility for purposes of the Section 6(f)(3) exception, and have also noted that BART is subject to the 
regulations of the California Public Utilities Commission relating to safety appliances and procedures 
(Pub. Util. Code Section 29047). Regarding construction effects on recreation, generally under NPS 
policy there is a 1-year limit on temporary non-conforming uses of property subject to Section 
6(f)(3). However, although the project will involve construction in Fremont Central Park for more 
than 1 year, NPS staff members have determined that the 1-year limit does not apply to excepted 
underground utility projects. 


6.6.3 Section 6(f)(3) Conversion Requirements 


The northern and southern vent structure encroachments into LWCF-assisted property would be 
subject to the conversion requirements of Section 6(f)(3). These requirements are specified at 36 
CFR 59.3 and Section 675.9.3.B(1) of the NPS manual for LWCF grant compliance. The 
requirements can be summarized as follows: 


1. Alternatives Evaluation: The project proponents must examine any other practical alternatives to 
conversion of the LWCF-assisted property. Factors considered in the alternatives evaluation 
would include such considerations as engineering constraints, right-of-way issues, environmental 
impacts, and community concerns. 


2. Appraisals of Fair Market Value: Appraisals of the fair market value of both the conversion 
property and proposed replacement property must be obtained. 
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3. Identification and Evaluation of Replacement Property: The project proponents must identify 
proposed replacement properties that are of reasonably equivalent usefulness and location as the 
property being converted. This includes: (a) a determination of the recreational needs being 
fulfilled by the facilities at the converted property, and the types of outdoor recreation resources 
and opportunities available; and (b) an assessment of the property proposed for substitution for 
its suitability to meet recreation needs which are at least similar in magnitude and impact to the 
user community as the conversion property. 


4. Eligibility Determination: The project proponents must document how the property proposed for 
substitution meets the eligibility criteria for LWCF-assisted acquisitions. 


5. Partial Impact Consideration: The project proponents must document the impact of partial park 
land acquisition on the remaining site, with the focus of this assessment on whether the 
unconverted property remains recreationally viable. 


6. Agency Coordination/Section 4(f): The project proponents must consult with the applicable 
federal agencies, including any Section 4(f) consultation required if the proposed project involves 
funding and/or approvals from the U.S. Department of Transportation. 


7. Environmental Evaluation: The project proponents must provide environmental documentation 
in accordance with the NEPA procedures promulgated by NPS and CEQ. 


8. State Intergovernmental Review: The project proponents must comply with any required state 
intergovernmental clearinghouse review necessitated by the proposed property conversion. 


9. Statewide Outdoor Recreation Plan Consistency: The project proponents must document how 
the proposed conversion is in accordance with any applicable statewide recreation plans. 


NPS staff stated in their November 12, 2004 correspondence that “the Section 4(f) analysis should be 
sufficient” to document the Section 6(f)(3) conversion findings outlined above. 


In order to satisfy its NEPA obligation (see #7 above), NPS has requested and has been granted 
cooperating agency status. Thus, the NEPA documentation for the WSX Alternative will also serve 
as the NEPA compliance vehicle for NPS. 


With respect to the principal conversion requirement (1.e., provision of comparable replacement 
property), efforts have been undertaken to complete a property exchange between BART and the 
City of Fremont. This exchange was initially intended as a means of complying with certain state 
law requirements under the California Public Preservation Act of 1971. However, preliminary 
consultation with NPS and State Parks staff suggests that these agencies would not object to the 
exchange serving to meet Section 6(f)(3) requirements as well as the state law requirements. The 
property exchange would involve a transfer of about 1.0 acre from the City to BART to facilitate 
construction of one or two ventilation structures. In return, BART would transfer to the City 
approximately 1.6 acres east of the UP tracks adjacent to the Stiver’s Lagoon area. NPS staff 
members viewed the proposed property exchange areas as part of the November 2, 2004 field review. 
In their November 12, 2004 correspondence, NPS staff noted that “[p]ending state review, NPS 
would find this area to be acceptable replacement property. We are investigating options to provide 
for the acceptance of currently available appraisal reports to provide for an expedited determination 
of equivalent value.” The approximately 1.6-acre replacement parcel would be sufficient to fulfill 
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the replacement obligation, assuming that both the northern and southern vent structures occupy 
LWCF-assisted property as noted above. 


The City of Fremont has identified the proposed replacement property as an area to be improved as 
wetlands for passive use. Although the passive use as wetlands would not be exactly the same type 
of recreational use as in the area that would be converted near the vent structures, it would be of 
reasonably equivalent usefulness. The NPS requirements for replacement property at 36 CFR 59.3(1) 
acknowledge the reasonably equivalent usefulness of wetland areas, stating that “[w]etland areas and 
interests therein . . . shall be considered to be of reasonably equivalent usefulness with the property 
proposed for conversion regardless of the nature of the property proposed for conversion.” The City 
of Fremont has also determined that the replacement property and its proposed use as wetlands would 
be in conformance with the “Criteria for Selection of Park Sites” in the parks and recreation portion 
of its general plan (City of Fremont, October 6, 2004; City of Fremont, September 23, 2004). 
Accordingly, the replacement property would meet the Section 6(f)(3) conversion requirement 
regarding reasonably equivalent usefulness. 


The National Park Service completed its review of the FEIS. The NPS concurs with the FEIS 
analysis contained in the EIS concerning the conversion of the area to be occupied by ventilation 
structures on the recreation utility of the park, and that the ventilation structures, as identified in the 
FEIS, and the proposed property replacement will meet Section (6f)(3) conversion requirements 
(Jarvis, 2005). 
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7.1 Introduction 


To facilitate evaluation of the cost-effectiveness of the WSX project, this section considers the costs 
of the project by evaluating capital costs, annual operating and maintenance (O&M) costs, and cost 
effectiveness. The primary factors considered in this section are derived from the FTA New Starts 
Criteria. While New Starts funding is not anticipated for this project, aspects of FTA’s Reporting 
Instructions for the Section 5309 New Starts Criteria (April 2004) have been employed because it 
provides useful tools for the general evaluation of a proposal’s costs and cost effectiveness. Costs for 
the No-Build Alternative, WSX Alternative, and WSX Alternative with optional Irvington Station 
are presented. 


7.2 Cost Summary 
7.2.1 Capital Costs 


Capital costs are the expenses associated with the implementation of a project, including design and 
construction, acquisition of right-of-way, environmental mitigation, trackway and station 
construction, vehicles, system equipment, and maintenance facilities. 


No-Build Alternative. An EIS must evaluate and analyze the impacts of the No-Action Alternative. 
The purpose of evaluating the No-Action Alternative is to allow decision-makers to compare the 
impacts of approving the project with the impacts of not approving the project. The No-Action 
Alternative is referred to herein as the “No-Build Alternative.” The No-Build Alternative represents 
the conditions that would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the WSX 
Alternative was not approved. These conditions are based on current plans and are consistent with 
available infrastructure and community services. 


For the purposes of this analysis, the No-Build Alternative does not include a BART extension to 
Warm Springs and assumes that current transit services provided by BART, AC Transit, and VTA 
would continue unchanged. Programmed highway improvements included in MTC’s 2001 Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP), such as the addition of an HOV lane to I-680 over the Sunol Grade, are 
also included in this alternative.’ Completion of the city’s grade separations project has also been 
assumed for the purposes of EIS analysis, because it will be a part of the existing conditions by the 


' An updated Regional Transportation Plan was released by MTC in draft form on November 12, 2004. 
The draft Regional Transportation Plan was adopted by MTC on February 23, 2005. 
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time any alternative is constructed. No capital costs would be associated with the No-Build 
Alternative. 


WSX Alternative. Preliminary cost estimates were based on the conceptual engineering being 
developed for the WSX Alternative. (Any costs associated with the SVRTC project are not 
included.) Capital cost estimates for the WSX Alternative are based on historical BART costs and 
the experience of both BART staff and BART’s general engineering consultant. The total cost of the 
WSX Alternative is based on unit costs for individual line items required to build and operate the 
extension. Both BART and BART’s consultants provided prices for items such as stations, vehicles, 
systems, maintenance facilities, and other components of the project. Percentage adjustments for 
“soft costs” (design services, insurance, and contingencies) were applied to the unit costs to develop 
the total cost for each alternative. 


The total estimated capital cost for the WSX Alternative (excluding the optional Irvington Station) is 
approximately $678 million (2004 dollars). The estimated capital costs of the WSX Alternative are 
summarized in Table 7-1. The table groups the costs in three categories: right-of-way, construction, 
and non-construction costs. Right-of-way costs include costs associated with the permanent 
acquisition of land or the temporary acquisition of land rights necessary to implement the WSX 
Alternative. Construction costs comprise costs to construct or install trackway and structures, the 
Warm Springs Station facility and parking area, systems (electrification, communications, automatic 
train control equipment), and final design and construction management. Non-construction costs 
comprise vehicles, conceptual and preliminary engineering, design oversight, project administration, 
agreements, environmental mitigation, legal, insurance, BART systems engineering, and startup. 


Table 7-1. Estimated Capital Costs for WSX Alternative 


Cost in 2004 Dollars (in millions) 


Cost Category Individual Costs Totals 
Right-of-Way (subtotal) 105 
Construction 

—Trackway & Structures 169 

—Warm Springs Station and Parking 47 

—Systems 93 

—Final Design and Construction Management 35 
Construction (subtotal) 344 


Non-construction 


—Soft Costs, including conceptual and preliminary design, agreements, 
environmental mitigation, design oversight, construction management 
oversight, legal, insurance, BART Systems Engineering, administration, 
start-up, etc. 


Non-construction (subtotal) 133 
Vehicles, including engineering (subtotal) 96 
Total Project Cost 678 


Source: San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
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Optional Irvington Station. The Irvington Station is optional because funding for the station has 
not been identified at this time. Although BART was able to secure funds for the Warm Springs 
Extension, primarily through the voter-approved Alameda County Measure B sales tax initiative 
(November 2000) and other state initiatives, funding for the Irvington BART Station has not been 
identified. The optional Irvington Station would not be implemented unless local funds are 
identified. The total cost of the station is preliminarily estimated at $79 million (2004 dollars). The 
$79 million cost assumes that the Irvington Station is built at the same time as the WSX Alternative; 
if the optional Irvington Station were constructed later than the WSX Alternative, the cost would be 
greater. 


Table 7-2 illustrates the preliminary cost estimates for the Irvington Station, including right-of-way, 
station structure, parking, systems, contingencies and escalation, and soft costs. Capital costs for the 
Irvington Station are higher than a typical BART station due to the physical constraints at the 
Irvington site. The site is bounded by the UP alignment to the west and the Hayward Fault to the 
north and east. In addition, the planned Washington Boulevard grade separation project will elevate 
Washington Boulevard and Osgood Road adjacent to the station site, complicating access issues. 


Table 7-2. Estimated Capital Costs for Optional Irvington Station 


Cost in 2004 Dollars (in millions) 


Cost Category Individual Costs Totals 
Right-of-Way (subtotal) 10.30 
Construction 

—Station Structure 26.15 

—Parking 7.26 

—Systems 2.16 

—Contingency and Escalation 18.90 
Construction (subtotal) 54.47 
Non-Construction 14.23 


—Soft Costs, including conceptual and 
preliminary design, agreements, 
environmental mitigation, design oversight, 
construction management oversight, legal, 
insurance, BART Systems Engineering, 
administration, start-up, etc. 


Total Project Cost 79.00 


Source: San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
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7.2.2 Operating and Maintenance Costs 


O&M costs for the alternatives were provided by BART staff members. The BART O&M cost 
model estimates staffing requirements, labor costs, and non-labor expenses. The cost model is based 
on the service and fleet assumptions described in Chapter 3, Alternatives Considered, of this EIS. 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative assumes that transit service offered by BART and 
other providers will continue at current levels (except for limited increases in service efficiency); 
therefore, O&M costs would not increase due to increases in service. Programmed transportation 
capital improvements included in the No Project Alternative, such as the addition of an HOV lane on 
I-680 over the Sunol Grade or the City of Fremont’s grade separations project, also would not require 
O&M costs on the part of any transit agencies. 


WSX Alternative. The estimated O&M costs of the WSX Alternative total $8.16 million annually 
(2004 dollars). The O&M costs are based on the service and fleet assumptions described above in 
Chapter 3 for the years 2010 through 2025 (2004 dollars). 


Optional Irvington Station. The incremental increase in O&M costs necessary to run the optional 
Irvington Station over and above costs for the WSX Alternative are estimated to be approximately 
$1.33 million dollars annually (2004 dollars) or a total of $9.49 million annually for WSX 
Alternative with the Irvington Station. 


7.2.39 Fare Revenues 


Table 7-3 indicates the projected BART fare revenues resulting from the WSX Alternative and WSX 
Alternative with the optional Irvington Station in both 2010 and 2025, based on the estimated 
increase in system-wide BART ridership and O&M costs. 


WSX Alternative. The WSX Alternative would generate approximately $6.48 million (2004 
dollars) from additional ridership in 2010 and $8.86 million in 2025. The additional revenue would 
not cover anticipated annual O&M costs of $8.16 million in 2010, but revenue would exceed costs in 
2025. Net annual revenue would be a deficit of approximately $1.67 million in 2010 and a surplus of 
approximately $0.70 million in 2025. 


BART?’s ratio of rail passenger revenue to rail operating costs, or farebox recovery ratio, was 
approximately 62% for the entire BART system in 2004? (San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit 
District 2004). Farebox recovery for the WSX Alternative is estimated to exceed the systemwide 
percentage. One reason for this projection is that patron trips from the Fremont area tend to be 
longer (presumably to Oakland or San Francisco) compared to the average BART trip and have 
higher fares. The average BART fare in 2004 was $2.62 (San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit 
District 2004). The average fare from the Fremont Station was $3.70. (The net average fare, which 
is the fare after various discounts, was assumed to be $3.65 for the purposes of calculating the net 
annual revenue in Table 7-3.) 


Optional Irvington Station. The WSX Alternative with the optional Irvington Station would 
generate approximately $7.99 million (2004 dollars) in 2010 and approximately $11.67 million in 
2025. The additional revenue would not cover the estimated total operating cost of $9.49 in 2010, 


: BART, Fiscal year 2005 Short Range Transit Plan & Capital Improvement Program, September 2004, Figure 16. 
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and there would be a deficit of $1.50 million. However, the project revenue would cover anticipated 
O&M costs in 2025 and produce a surplus of $2.21 million. 


Table 7-3. Estimated O&M Costs and Fare Revenue in 2010 and 2025 (2004 dollars in 
millions) 


Annual New BART BART Net Annual 
Ridership System- BART Revenue Annual O&M Costs Revenue 
Alternative wide (million) Fare* (millions) (millions) (millions) 
Year 2010 
WSX Alternative 1.75 $3.65 $6.48 $8.16 -$1.67 
WSX with Irvington 2.19 $3.65 $7.99 $9.49 -$1.50 
Station 
Year 2025 
WSX Alternative 2.43 $3.65 $8.86 $8.16 $0.70 
WSX with Irvington 3.20 $3.65 $11.67 $9.49 $2.21 
Station 
Notes: 


Numbers may not total exactly due to rounding. 


Annual new BART system-wide ridership is daily new system-wide entries in 2010 (6,000 for WSX Alternative, 
7,400 with Irvington) and in 2025 (8,200 for WSX Alternative, 10,800 with Irvington) x ridership annualization 
factor of 296. 

* Net average fare from the new Warm Springs Station and optional Irvington Station is assumed to be $3.65 
(2004 dollars). 

Source: San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 


7.2.4 Cost-Effectiveness 


One of FTA’s cost-effectiveness measures is the incremental cost per incremental passenger in the 
forecast year. This measure, expressed in constant year (2004) dollars is based on the annualized 
total capital investment plus annual operating costs, divided by the forecast change in annual transit 
system ridership measured in linked trips,’ compared to the baseline (No-Build) alternative. 


This measure is expressed by the following equation: 


Cost Effectiveness Index = A Capital Cost + A O&M Cost 
A Linked Annual Transit Trips 


Using FTA’s annualization factors, annualized costs for all the alternatives were calculated (Federal 
Transit Administration 2000). Project costs were annualized according to their assumed useful 
lifespan and a 7% discount rate. The useful lifespan of different project components varies according 
to the component. For example, right-of-way is assumed to have a useful lifespan of 100 years; 
structures, track work, signals, and electrical systems have a useful life of 30 years. 


> One linked transit trip could be composed of several unlinked trips, such as driving to a park-and-ride 
lot, riding a commuter train, and taking a bus to the final destination is all one linked trip; but the one 
linked trip is made up of three unlinked trips. 
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The incremental cost per incremental passenger provides a comparison of the cost per new rider for 
each alternative. Table 7-4 summarizes the cost effectiveness calculations by combining the 
annualized capital cost and annual O&M costs into a total annualized cost for each alternative. This 
annualized cost is divided by the projected annual ridership‘ for the WSX alternative compared to the 
No-Build Alternative. The resulting dollar amount provides a comparison of the relative cost 
effectiveness of each alternative as defined by FTA New Starts Criteria. 


WSX Alternative. Using FTA’s annualization factors, the $678 million estimated capital cost for 
the WSX Alternative would have an annualized cost of approximately $53.23 million in constant 
2004 dollars. Combined with the estimated O&M cost of $8.16 million, the incremental annualized 
cost of the WSX Alternative would be $61.39 million. The incremental cost per new rider is $28.82. 


Optional Irvington Station. Due to the higher total cost for the WSX Alternative with the Irvington 
Station, the annualized capital cost would be $59.64 million. Combined with the estimated total 
annual operating cost of $9.46 million for this alternative, the incremental annualized increase for the 
WSX Alternative with the Irvington Station would be $69.10 million. However, the WSX 
Alternative with the Irvington Station would generate higher ridership than the project without the 
station, and the cost per new rider would be $25.69, which is lower than the WSX Alternative alone. 


To put these cost comparisons in a larger context, submissions to FTA for New Starts projects in 
fiscal year 2000 show cost-effectiveness indices ranging from $2.54 per new rider to $48.82 per new 
rider, with a reported median of $10.39 per new rider. 


7.3 Financial Feasibility and Local Financial 
Commitment 


No-Build Alternative. No capital expenses are assumed for the No-Build Alternative. 


WSX Alternative. A combination of revenues from federal, state, and local sources would fund the 
$678 million capital costs of the WSX Alternative. (All funding numbers are presented in 2004 
dollars.) As identified in MTC’s RTP (also known as the Transportation 2030 Plan), which was 
adopted on February 23, 2005, the WSX Alternative’s funding plan comprises the sources listed in 
Table 7-5. 


BART is not requesting any federal New Starts funding for the WSX project. The largest single 
source of funding comes from the Alameda County 2000 Measure B transportation sales tax through 
the Alameda County Transportation Improvement Authority, which would provide approximately 
$195 million to the WSX Alternative. Additional funding partners include the state Transportation 
Congestion Relief Program and the San Mateo County Transit District (SamTrans). On March 2, 
2004, the voters passed Regional Measure 2 (RM-2), which will provide the project with $85 million 
and brings the total funding plan to $678 million. BART is requesting $58 million in federalized 
state funds (State Transportation Improvement Program) and may request other federal funds 
available in the future. The source of federal funds is the State Transportation Improvement Program 
(STIP). The STIP is managed by MTC and will be funded by federalized (flexible) funds that are 
distributed through the State of California. Appropriate matching funds, if required, will be secured 


* Daily new linked trips x ridership annualization factor of 296. 
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from local sources. The estimated cost of the optional Irvington Station is approximately $79 million 


(estimated in year 2004 dollars) and is not included in the funding plan. 


Table 7-4. Cost-Effectiveness Calculation: Incremental Cost per Incremental Passenger, 2025 


WSX Alternative 2025 WSX Alternative with Irvington 2025 
WSX WSX Alt 
Alternative with 
WSX WSX vs. with Irvington vs. Source/ 
Factor No-Build Alternative No-Build No-Build Irvington  No-Build Calculation 
1. Total annual 0 2.13 0 2.69 Source: 
ridership in Regional travel 
linked trips demand model 
(million) 
2. Incremental 62.62 70.42 Source: 
annualized Annualized 
cost (2004 capital costs and 
millions of annual O&M 
dollars$) costs 
3. Incremental 2.13 2.69 Calculation: 
annual subtract total 
ridership annual ridership 
(million) (line 1) for the 
No Build from 
the Build 
Alternative 
4. Cost $29.40 $26.18 Calculation: 
effectiveness Divide 
(incremental incremental 
cost per new annualized cost 
rider) (line 2) by 
incremental 


Note: 


annual ridership 
(line 3) 


New annual linked trips =(7,200 daily trips-WSX Alternative/9, 100 daily trips-with Irvington Station) x 296 


annualization factor. 


Source: San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
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Table 7-5. WSX Alternative Funding 


Amount in 2004 Dollars 
Funding Sources (in millions) 
Alameda County 2000 Measure B Transportation Sales Tax 195 
Alameda County State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)* 58 
State Transportation Congestion Relief Program 111 
Regional Measure | Bridge Tolls 84 
SamTrans 145 
Regional Measure 2 Bridge Tolls 85 
Total ° $678 


Notes: 
*“ STIP funds are federalized (flexible) funds that are distributed through the State of California. 
> The total funding for the project does not include funds for the optional Irvington Station. 


Source: San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 


Optional Irvington Station. The City of Fremont is investigating an amendment to the 1998 
Redevelopment Plan that could contribute funds to the construction of the Irvington Station, which is 
considered a significant component of the redevelopment effort for the Irvington area. As part of the 
1998 Amended Redevelopment Plan, the Fremont Redevelopment Agency Board and City Council 
identified the construction of the Irvington BART Station as an eligible use of Redevelopment 
Agency funds to stimulate revitalization of the Irvington Redevelopment Project Area. City of 
Fremont staff has advised BART that the city and its Redevelopment Agency will determine the 
financial feasibility of proceeding with an amendment to the 1998 Amended Redevelopment Plan for 
the Industrial Project Area to generate funding for the optional Irvington Station. If such a 
redevelopment plan amendment is pursued, city staff anticipates that the city and the Redevelopment 
Agency will prepare a project-specific EIR that will draw on this EIS as a source document. 
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8.1 Introduction 


This chapter discusses the agency and community participation efforts conducted by BART and FTA 
in preparing this EIS. Coordination and consultation with various federal, state, and local agencies; 
elected officials; community leaders; organizations; Native American tribes; and other individuals 
from the neighborhoods and communities within the study area were achieved through a variety of 
means, including public agency coordination, consultation, and a public scoping process. 


8.2 Summary of Scoping 


8.2.1 Purpose and Process of Scoping 


NEPA specifically requires the lead agency to consult with federal agencies that have jurisdiction 
over the proposed action by law or special expertise. The lead agency must also solicit appropriate 
information from the public during EIS preparation. Scoping is the process by which the lead agency 
conducts these activities. This process will help to determine the scope of the EIS, including the 
extent of the action, the range of the alternatives, and the types of significant adverse effects to be 
evaluated. The lead agency’s scoping process may include early scoping meetings that can be 
incorporated with other aspects of the federal agency planning process. 


8.2.2 Notice of Intent 


NEPA and FTA require that an NOI to prepare an EIS be filed with EPA and appear in the Federal 
Register. The NOI for the BART Warm Springs Extension EIS appeared in the Federal Register on 
April 6, 2004. The NOI provided a description of the project area, stated the project’s purpose and 
need, presented the preliminary alternatives, and identified the probable effects that would be 
analyzed in the EIS. A copy of the NOI is included in Appendix A. 


8.2.3 Public Scoping Meeting 


A public scoping meeting for the Warm Springs Extension was held April 28, 2004, at the Fremont 
Main Library in Fremont, California. During the public scoping meeting comments were solicited 
from attendees to help determine the scope of the EIS. A press release was prepared, and notices 
regarding the meeting were published beforehand in five local newspapers of general circulation (San 
Francisco Chronicle, Fremont Argus, Tri-Valley Herald, Contra Costa Times and San Jose Mercury 
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News). The notices announced the time, date, location, and purpose of the meeting. Invitations to 
the meeting were also distributed to an extensive mailing list of stakeholders throughout the City of 
Fremont, southern Alameda County, and northern Santa Clara County. 


The public scoping meeting was conducted in an informal open-house format. Self-guided exhibits 
were displayed describing the proposed project alignment, conceptual station layouts, and an 
overview of the environmental process. Attendees were invited to talk with representatives from 
BART and consultants. BART staff members were also available to answer questions about the 
WSX Project, related projects, and general BART-related issues. A formal presentation followed the 
open house session. A facilitated comment session allowed members of the public to provide verbal 
input. Interested parties also had the opportunity to provide comments by comment card, mail, or 
email. A scoping report summarizing all comments received during the scoping period was prepared 
and is available at the BART office at 300 Lakeside Drive, 21st floor, Oakland, CA 94612. 


8.3 Summary of Public Agency Coordination 


Public agencies formally or informally contacted and consulted during the preparation of this 
environmental document are listed below. These agencies received notification of the proposed EIS 
and the public scoping meeting. 


8.3.1 Federal Agencies 

National Marine Fisheries Service 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers/Regulatory Branch 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9 


USS. Fish & Wildlife Service 
U.S. Geological Services 


8.3.2 State Agencies 


California Department of Fish and Game 

California Department of Parks & Recreation 

California Department of Toxic Substances Control 

California Housing and Community Development Department 
California Native Plant Society, East Bay 

California State Senate, District 10 

California Air Resources Board 

California Department of Toxic Substances Control 

California Department of Transportation 

California Department of Fish and Game 

California Energy Commission 

California Highway Patrol 

California Resources Agency/Department of Conservation 
California Resources Agency/Department of Parks and Recreation 
California Resources Agency/Department of Water Resources 
California School for the Deaf 

California Water Resources Control Board 

State Clearinghouse 
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State Lands Commission 
Office of Historic Preservation 


8.3.3 Local and Regional Agencies 
Alameda County Congestion Management Agency 
Alameda County Planning Department 

Alameda County Public Works Agency 

Alameda County Transportation Authority 

Alameda County Transportation Improvement Authority (ACTIA) 
ACTIA Citizens Watchdog Committee 

Alameda County Water District 

Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District (AC Transit) 
Altamont Commuter Express 

Association of Bay Area Governments 

Bay Area Air Quality Management District 

City of Fremont 

City of Milpitas 

City of Newark 

City of San Jose 

City of San Jose, Department of Planning & Building 

City of San Jose, Transportation Division 

City of Santa Clara 

City of Union City 

Contra Costa Transportation Authority 

County of Santa Clara 

County of Santa Clara/Planning office 

Energy Commission 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

Public Utilities Commission 

Regional Water Quality Control Board 

SamTrans 

San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission 
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission Water Supply and Treatment Division 
San Jose Redevelopment Agency 

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 

SF Transportation Authority 

Transportation Engineering Division, City of San Jose 
Union Sanitary District 


8.4 Summary of Native American Consultation 


Native American consultation has been conducted through letters sent to the Native American 
Heritage Commission (NAHC) and to individual Native American contacts. In response, the NAHC 
indicated that a search of their sacred lands database did not identify sacred lands listed within the 
WSX Alternative area. Two responses were received from individual Native Americans who were 
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contacted. Both are members of the Ohlone Tribe and are active in the Native American community 
and involved in Native American issues throughout the Bay Area. Native American consultation is 
expected to continue throughout the construction period of the WSX Alternative because the study 
area is sensitive and includes known cultural resources. 


An additional set of consultation letters was sent to Native American representatives on March 9, 
2006, which reported that the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) has concurred with the 
determination that CA-ALA-343 is eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) and that there will be an adverse effect to the site. The March 2006 letter informed the 
Native Americans that a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) and Historic Properties Treatment Plan 
(HPTP) are being prepared to address adverse affects to CA-ALA-343. The letter invited the Native 
American representatives to be concurring parties on the MOA and to receive copies of the HPTP 
upon their request. Three individuals have responded to this letter: two individuals have requested to 
be included on the MOA and to receive copies of the MOA and HPTP, and one individual requested 
a copy of the documents and asked to be included in the monitoring phase of the project. 


8.5 Summary of Public Involvement 


BART and FTA have conducted a public information and outreach program for the Warm Springs 
Extension scoping process. The public outreach components of the program have centered around 
the public scoping meeting and consisted of public meeting notices, newspaper advertisements, press 
releases, web site updates, project updates, and general information materials. In addition to 
community and pubic agency outreach and involvement, Native American consultation was 
conducted and is ongoing. 


A scoping summary report was prepared that consists of various components, including an overview 
of the public involvement and comments received, public meeting conducted, and a summary of 
community outreach activities. Supporting documentation includes copies of the agency mailing list, 
press release, scoping meeting agenda, a blank comment card, meeting sign-in sheets, transcript of 
proceedings, direct mail notice, exhibits, and copies of letters received during the scoping period. 


The Draft EIS was published on March 11, 2005. Copies of the Draft EIS were provided to local, 
state, and federal agencies (see Section 9), and interested community groups and individuals. A 45- 
day public review period was held to receive comments on the DEIS, which extended from March 
11, 2005 to April 25, 2005. BART held a public hearing at 6:30 p.m. on Tuesday, April 12, 2005, to 
receive public comments on the DEIS. The public hearing was held at the Washington Township 
Veterans Memorial, which is located at 37154 Second Street, Fremont, CA 94536. In addition to 
comments received at the Public Hearing, BART accepted written comments on the DEIS. BART 
also accepted Email comments sent to the following address: bartwarmspringsextension@bart.gov. 
The Executive Summary of the DEIS was also available online at BART’s website, located at 
www.bart.gov/wsx. 


Following the close of the public comment period on April 25, 2005, BART and FTA considered the 
comments and prepared responses to substantive written and oral comments on the DEIS. Volume 2 
of the Final EIS includes all of the substantive comments and responses to the comments. 


Upon completion of the Final EIS, FTA published a notice of its availability. The Final EIS was 
available for public review at the same locations in which the Draft EIS was available, and copies 
were distributed to persons who commented on the Draft EIS, interested parties, and agencies that 
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have authority over aspects of the project. The Executive Summary of the Final EIS is available 
online at BART’s website: www.bart.gov/wsx. 
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The Final EIS is available for public review at the same locations where the Draft EIS was available. 
Copies were distributed to persons who commented on the Draft EIS, interested parties, and agencies 
that have authority over aspects of the project. 


9.1 Public Review Locations 


The Final EIS was made available for public review at the following locations. 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
300 Lakeside Drive 

21st Floor 

Oakland, CA 94612 


Fremont Main Library 
2400 Stevenson Boulevard 
Fremont, CA 94538 


Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC)/Association of Bay Area 
Governments (ABAG) Library 

101 8th Street 

Oakland, CA 94607-4700 


Federal Transit Administration, Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94105 


9.2 Commenters 


9.2.1 Federal Agencies 


National Park Service 

1111 Jackson Street, Suite 700 
Oakland, CA 94607-4807 

Attn: Gary Munsterman 
Federal Lands to Parks Program 
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U.S. Department of the Interior 

Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
Main Interior Building, MS 2340 

1849 C. Street N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20240 

Attention: Willie R. Taylor 

Director 


U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region [IX 
75 Hawthorne Street 

San Francisco, CA 94105-3901 

Attention: Lisa Hanf 

Environmental Review Office Manager 


9.2.2 California State Agencies 


California Department of Toxic Substances Control 
700 Heinz Avenue, Suite 200 

Berkeley, CA 94710-2721 

Attention: Denise Tsuji 

Unit Chief 


California Department of Transportation, District 4 
P.O. Box 23660, Mail Stop 10-D 

Oakland, CA 94623-0660 

Attention: Tim Sable 

Transportation Planner 


9.2.3 Regional Agencies 


Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District (AC Transit) 
1600 Franklin Street 

Oakland, CA 94612 

Attention: Nancy Skowbo 

Deputy General Manager 


Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
939 Ellis Street 

San Francisco, CA 94109 

Attention: Jack Broadbent, 

Executive Officer/APCO 


Regional Water Quality Control Board 
San Francisco Bay Region 

1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400 

Oakland, CA 94612 

Attention: Ms. Kathryn Hart 

Water Resource Control Engineer 
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9.2.4 Local Agencies and Officials 


Alameda County Public Works Agency 

951 Turner Court, Room 100 

Hayward, CA 94545-2698 

Attention: Stanley Fung 

Deputy Director, Development Services Department 


Alameda County Water District 
43885 South Grimmer Boulevard 
Fremont, CA 94537-5110 
Attention: Paul Piraino 

General Manager 


City of Fremont 

39550 Liberty St 
Fremont, CA 94538 
Attention: Jeff Schwob 
Planning Manager 


Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 
3331 North First Street, Building B 

San Jose, CA 95134-1606 

Attention: Roy Molseed 

Planning and Programming 


9.2.5 Groups and Organizations 


BayRail Alliance 

3921 East Bayshore Road 
Palo Alto, CA 94303 
Attention: Margaret Okuzumi 
Executive Director 


Citizen’s Advisory Committee to ACTIA 
390 W. Essex Drive 

Alameda, CA 94501-7102 

Attention: Bill Stremmel 


Irvington Business Association 
P.O. Box 1631 

Fremont, CA 94604-2688 
Attention: George Matta 
President 


Law Offices of Marc Chytilo 
P.O. Box 92233 

Santa Barbara, CA 93190 
Attention: Marc Chytilo 
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League of Women Voters of the Bay Area 
1611 Telegraph Avenue, Suite 300 
Oakland, CA 94612 

Attention: Linda Craig 

President 

Irene Sampson 

Transportation Chair 


Math-Science Nucleus 
4074 Eggers Drive 
Fremont, CA 94536 
Attention: Joyce Blueford 
Board President 


Sierra Club 

San Francisco Bay Chapter 

2530 San Pablo Avenue, Suite 1 
Berkeley, CA 94702 

Attention: Andy Katz and Bob Piper 
Co-chairs, Transportation Committee 


TRANSDEF 

16 Monte Cimas Avenue 

Mill Valley, CA 94941 
Attention: David Schonbrunn 
President 


Urban Habitat 

4316 14th Street, Suite 1205 
Oakland, CA 94612 
Attention: Juliet Ellis 
Executive Director 

Lila Hussain, Staff 


Warm Springs Transit Village 

1855 Park Avenue 

San Jose, CA 95126 

Attention: Tony Morici, Eric Morley 


9.2.6 Individuals 


Anne Bacon 
Charles Cameron 
Gerald Cauthen 
Arnold Corbett 
Susan Gearhart 
Robert Heath 
Philip Ingber 
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Christy Kennedy 
Tony Louey 
Elliot Martin 
Randy McConnel 
Michael McGowen 
Roy Nakadegawa 
Mark Nelson 
Roy Perkell 
Roberta Quinson 
George Rasko 
Carol Thomas 
Don Tustin 

M. Wilkin 
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9.3 Agencies with Jurisdiction over the Project 


U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
2800 Cottage Way, Suite W-2605 
Sacramento, CA 95825-1846 
Attention: Mr. James Browning 
Fish and Wildlife Biologist 


U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
333 Market Street 

San Francisco, CA 94105 
Attention: Robert F. Smith, 
Biologist 


California Department of Fish and Game 
1416 9th Street, 12th Floor 

Sacramento, CA 95814 

Attention: Robert Hight 

Director 


California Public Utilities Commission 
505 Van Ness Avenue 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

Attention: Mr. Wesley M. Franklin 
Executive Director 


State Office of Historic Preservation 
P.O. Box 942896 

Sacramento, CA 94296 

Attention: Michael McGuirt 
Archaeologist 
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Native American Heritage Commission 
915 Capitol Mall, Room 364 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Attention: Ms. Debbie Pilas-Treadway 
Environmental Specialist 


California Department of Parks and Recreation 
1416 9th Street, Room 940 

P.O. Box 942896 

Sacramento, CA 94296-0001 

Attn: Richard Rendon 

Project Officer 


Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
939 Ellis Street 

San Francisco, CA 94109 

Attention: Mr. Tom Peradi 

Director of Planning and Research 


Regional Water Quality Control Board 
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400 

Oakland, CA 94612 

Attention: Ms. Kathryn Hart 

Water Resource Control Engineer 


Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
101 Eighth Street 

Oakland, CA 94607 

Attention: Mr. Marc Roddin 

Santa Clara County Liaison 


City of Fremont 

39550 Liberty St 

Fremont, CA 94537 

Attention: Jim Pierson 

Transportation and Operations Director 


Alameda County Water District 
43885 South Grimmer Boulevard 
Fremont, CA 94538 

Attention: Steven Inn/Robert Shaver 


Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 


951 Turner Court, Room 100 
Hayward, CA 94545 
Attention: Andrew Otsuka 
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9.4 Native Americans 
e Andrew Galvin, Ohlone Tribe 
e Ramona Garibay, Trina Marine Ruano Family 
e Ann Marie Sayer, Indian Canyon Mutsun Band of Costanoan 


9.5 Project Development Team 


Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District 
1600 Franklin Street 

Oakland, CA 94612 

Attention: Nathan Landau 


Alameda County 

1221 Oak Street, Room 536 
Oakland, CA 94612 
Attention: Scott Hagerty 
Supervisor 


Alameda County Congestion Management Agency 
1333 Broadway, Suite 220 

Oakland, CA 94612 

Attention: Frank Furger 

Deputy Director, Planning 


Alameda County Transportation Improvement Authority 
426 17th Street, Suite 100B 

Oakland, CA 94612 

Attention: Art Dao 

Deputy Director 


California Department of Transportation, District 4 
P.O. Box 23660, Mail Stop 6E 

Oakland, CA 94623 

Attention: Mr. Wade Greene 

Senior Transportation Planner 


City of Fremont 

39550 Liberty St 

Fremont, CA 94537 

Attention: Jim Pierson 

Transportation and Operations Director 


Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
101 Eighth Street 

Oakland, CA 94607 

Attention: Mr. Mare Roddin 

Santa Clara County Liaison 
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Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 
3331 North First Street 

San Jose, CA 95134 

Attention: Marian Lee-Skoronik 

Congestion Management and Planning Program 


9.6 Others Receiving Copies of the Final ElS 


California School for the Deaf 
39350 Gallaudet Drive 
Fremont, CA 94538 
Attention, Frank Lester 


Federal Transit Administration 

400 7th Street, SW, Room 9413 
Washington, DC 20590 

Attention: Ms. Tawanna Glover 

Office of Human and Natural Environment 


Federal Transit Administration, Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 

San Francisco, CA 94105 

Attention: Leslie Rogers 

Regional Administrator 


Gannett Flemming 

Shelterpoint Business Park Center Suite 5220 
591 Redwood Highway 

Mill Valley, CA 94941 

Attention: William Gamlen 


Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
1400 10th Street 

Sacramento, CA 95814 

Attention: Ms. Terry Roberts 

Chief, State Clearinghouse 


Questa Engineering Corporation 
1220 Brickyard Cove, Suite 206 
Richmond, CA 94801 

Attention: Margaret Henderson 


Santa Clara County 

Office of Planning 

70 West Hedding Street 
San Jose, CA 95110 
Attention: Ms. Ann Draper 
Director of Planning 
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Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 
3331 North First Street 

San Jose, CA 05134 

Attention: Tim Chan 

Planning and Programming 

Tom Fitzwater 

Environmental Programs 


Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority, Congestion Management Program 
Pony River Oaks, Building B 

San Jose, CA 05134 

Attention: Carolyn Gonot 

Manager 


U.S. Department of the Interior 

Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
Main Interior Building, MS 2340 

1849 C. Street N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20240 

Attention: Willie R. Taylor 

Director 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Federal Transit Administration 

Preparation of Environmental Impact Statement for the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid 
Transit District (BART) Warm Springs Extension Project in the City of Fremont, located 
in Alameda County, California. 

AGENCY: _ Federal Transit Administration (FTA), Department of Transportation 
(DOT). 

ACTION: Notice of Intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 
SUMMARY: The Federal Transit Administration, as lead agency, and the San Francisco 
Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART) intend to jointly prepare an Environmental 
Impact Statement on a proposal by BART to extend its existing 91-mile rail network an 
additional 5.4 miles from the existing Fremont BART Station to a new station in the 
Warm Springs district of Fremont. An optional station at Irvington is also being 
considered. The EIS will be prepared to satisfy the requirements of the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) were previously prepared for this 
project by BART in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
The proposed project was selected as the preferred alternative by the BART Board of 
Directors following completion and certification of the CEQA SEIR in June 2003. The 
CEQA EIR and SEIR are available for review as described in ADDRESSES below. FTA 
and BART seek public and interagency input on the scope of the NEPA EIS for the 
project, including the alternatives to be considered and the environmental impacts to be 


evaluated. 
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DATES: Scoping Comments Due Date: Written comments on the scope of the NEPA 
review, including the alternatives to be considered and the related impacts to be assessed, 
should be received no later than May 17, 2004. Written comments should be sent to the 
BART Project Manager at the address given below in ADDRESSES. 

Scoping Meeting Dates: A public scoping meeting and open house will be held at 
7 p.m. on April 28, 2004 at the Fremont Main Library, located at 2400 Stevenson 
Boulevard, in the City of Fremont. Oral and written comments may be given at the 
scoping meeting, and a stenographer will record oral comments. The formal scoping 
meeting will be preceded by an open house from 6:30 pm to 7 pm allowing the public to 
discuss the EIS scope and proposed project informally with BART staff. The meeting 
location is accessible to people with disabilities. Persons with special needs should call 
BART at (510) 476-3900 at least 72 hours prior to the scoping meeting. 
ADDRESSES: Written comments should be sent to San Francisco Bay Area Rapid 
Transit District, Attention: Ms. Shari Adams, Warm Springs Group Manager, P.O. Box 
12688, MS LKS-21, Oakland, CA 94604-2688. Phone: (510) 476-3900. Fax: (510) 287- 
4747. Email: rbatars@bart.gov. If you wish to be placed on the mailing list to receive 
further information as the EIS study develops, contact Ms. Adams at the address listed 
above. Please specify the mailing list for the WSX EIS (Warm Springs Extension Project 
Environmental Impact Statement). Copies of the EIR and SEIR can also be obtained by 
contacting Ms. Adams as indicated above. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Ms. Lorraine Lerman, Community 


Planner, FTA Region IX, 201 Mission Street, Suite 2210, San Francisco, CA 94105. 
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Phone: (415) 744-2735. Fax: (415) 744-2726. Information about the project can also be 


obtained from the BART website, http://www.bart.gov/wsx. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
I. Scoping 

The FTA and BART invite all interested individuals and organizations, and federal, state, 
and local agencies to comment on the scope of the EIS. During the scoping process, comments 
should focus on proposing alternatives that may be less costly or have less environmental impacts 
while achieving similar transportation objectives, and on identifying specific social, economic, or 
environmental issues to be evaluated. At this time, comments should not focus on a preference 
for a particular alternative. As part of the public participation process, the study website 
referenced above will be periodically updated to reflect the project’s current status. Additional 
opportunities for public participation will be announced through mailings, notices, 
advertisements, and press releases. 

The project was originally advanced by BART as a State-funded and locally funded project 
without FTA involvement. At that time, BART prepared the CEQA EIR and SEIR and the 
BART Board of Directors selected a preferred alternative. Recent changes in State transportation 
funding priorities have resulted in BART's seeking FTA funding for the project. FTA is, 
therefore, preparing an EIS, but plans to incorporate by reference the CEQA EIR and SEIR. FTA 
does not intend to consider in detail alternatives that were evaluated during the CEQA process 
and found not to satisfactorily meet the project's purpose and need. At the same time, FTA 
intends that this EIS not be merely a ratification of decisions already made. FTA therefore seeks 
comments during scoping, on the alternatives to be considered in the EIS, in light of the analyses 
and coordination activities performed by BART and publicized prior to FTA involvement. FTA 


must also comply with other environmental requirements, such as Section 4(f) of the Department 
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of Transportation Act (49 U.S.C. §303) and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act, that apply only to Federal actions. 
II. Description of Study Area 

The FTA, as lead agency, in cooperation with the BART District, will prepare a 
EIS on a proposal to extend BART's rail service from the existing Fremont Station to a 
new station in the Warm Springs district of Fremont. An optional station at Irvington is 
also being considered. The project would be located entirely within the City of Fremont. 
Located in the East Bay region of the San Francisco Bay Area, Fremont is the 
southernmost city in Alameda County. Fremont is bounded by the cities of Hayward and 
Union City on the north, San Francisco Bay to the west, the foothills and mountains of 
the Diablo Range to the east, and the City of Milpitas and Santa Clara County on the 
south. 

The alignment of the proposed BART extension would generally parallel portions 
of the Union Pacific Railroad (UP) corridor, which lies between Interstate 680 to the east 
and Interstate 880 to the west. The project study area includes the location of the 
proposed rail alignment, stations, auxiliary facilities, and a maintenance facility. 

III. Purpose and Need 

Transportation has become a critical issue for people living and working in the 
southern Alameda County and northern Santa Clara County. The surge in population, 
including nearly a 20 percent population increase over the past decade in the City of 
Fremont, has increased traffic on regional roadways. Highway improvements have not 
kept up with the demand for more highway capacity. Congestion on Interstate 680 and 
Interstate 880, the two major regional roadways linking Santa Clara, Alameda, and 


Contra Costa Counties, has worsened considerably over the last decade, and escalating 


BART WSX NOI Final 4 


traffic volumes have reached levels considered unacceptable by the California 
Department of Transportation and other regional monitoring agencies. 

The proposed 5.4-mile BART extension to the Warm Springs district of Fremont, 
would improve the regional transit network by enhancing the link between the southern 
Alameda County-northern Santa Clara County area and the rest of the East Bay, and San 
Francisco. By shortening travel times and improving reliability, the BART extension is 
expected to generate additional transit ridership and reduce overall traffic congestion. 
The Warm Springs Extension would help accommodate projected future growth in 
employment and population, reduce pressure to expand roads, and support the region’s 
efforts to meet state and federal air quality standards. 

IV. Alternatives 

In light of prior CEQA studies by BART, FTA intends to evaluate the following 
two alternatives in detail in the EIS: 

1. The No-Build Alternative, which consists of the planned highway and transit 
systems expected to be in place in the design years 2010 and 2025 if the project is not 
built. The future No-Build Alternative is based on the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission's long-range transportation plan for the area and includes programmed 
improvements in bus service. 

2. BART Warm Springs Extension, the locally preferred alternative selected by 
the BART Board of Directors at the conclusion of the SEIR process, consists of a 5.4- 
mile BART extension from the existing Fremont Station to a proposed station in the 
Warm Springs district of Fremont, with an optional station at Irvington. The proposed 


project alignment would generally parallel portions of the UP railroad corridor through 
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Fremont, between Interstate 680 to the east and Interstate 880 to the west. This route 
reflects a revised alignment designed following the 1992 EIR. The revisions were made 
in order to reduce project impacts, and the revised project was the subject of the 2003 
SEIR. Chief among the project revisions is the proposed subway under Fremont Central 
Park; an alignment segment previously planned as an aerial structure. 

The initial segment of the alignment would begin on an embankment at the south 
end of the existing elevated Fremont BART Station. The alignment would pass over 
Walnut Avenue on an aerial structure and descend into a cut-and-cover subway north of 
Stevenson Boulevard. The alignment would continue southward in subway under 
Fremont Central Park and the eastern arm of Lake Elizabeth and surface to grade between 
the eastern and western alignments of the UP corridor. The BART alignment would pass 
over Paseo Padre Parkway, which would be a vehicular underpass, on a bridge structure. 
The alignment would then continue southward at grade, passing under Washington 
Boulevard, which would be a vehicular overpass. From Washington Boulevard, the 
proposed project alignment would continue south at grade along UP's former eastern 
alignment to a terminus station in the southeast quadrant of Warm Springs Road and 
Grimmer Boulevard. 

The optional Irvington Station, if constructed, would be located on the south side 
of Washington Boulevard, east and west of Osgood Road. Auxiliary wayside facilities 
would be placed periodically along the proposed alignment and would include electrical 
substations, gap breaker stations, train control and communications facilities, and 
pumping and emergency access facilities. Two subway ventilation structures may be 


required in Fremont Central Park, if feasible and prudent avoidance options cannot be 
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developed. A rail vehicle maintenance facility is proposed immediately south of the 
Warm Springs Station site between the UP eastern alignment and Warm Springs Court. 

If additional reasonable alternatives are identified through the scoping process, 
they will be evaluated in the EIS. 
V. Probable Effects 

The EIS will evaluate and fully disclose the environmental consequences of 
building and operating the proposed BART extension in advance of any decision by FTA 
to commit financial or other resources toward the implementation of a particular 
alternative. The EIS will examine the transportation benefits and environmental impacts 
of the alternatives. In addition, it will discuss actions to reduce or eliminate such 
impacts. Information on preliminary engineering of the rail alignment, stations, auxiliary 
facilities, and a maintenance facility will be included in the EIS. In addition, a section on 
financial considerations will be provided that identifies capital and operating costs and 
funding sources. 

Environmental issues to be analyzed in the EIS include: transportation and traffic 
impacts, including changes in intersection and roadway levels of service; the use of 
parkland, including Fremont Central Park; biological resources and sensitive species; 
land use, including consistency of proposed stations with local plans and policies; 
potential impacts to historic and cultural resources; noise and vibration impacts on homes 
and other sensitive receptors near the tracks. Cumulative and growth-inducing impacts 
will be examined. Impacts will be evaluated for both the temporary construction period 
and for the long-term operation of the alternatives. Measures to mitigate any adverse 


impacts will be identified. 
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To ensure that all significant issues related to this proposed action are identified 
and addressed, scoping comments and suggestions are invited from all interested parties. 
Comments should be directed to the BART Warm Springs Extension Group Manager as 
noted in the ADDRESSES section above. 

VI. FTA Procedures 

The EIS is being prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969 (NEPA), its implementing regulations by the Council on Environmental 
Quality (40 CFR parts 1500-1508), and with the FTA/Federal Highway Administration’s 
"Environmental Impact and Related Procedures" (23 CFR part 771). In accordance with 
FTA policy, the NEPA process will also address the requirements of other applicable 
environmental laws, regulations, and executive orders, such as the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966, Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act, and 
Executive Orders on Environmental Stewardship and Transportation Infrastructure 
Project Reviews, Environmental Justice, Floodplain Management, and Protection of 
Wetlands. 

The SEIR that resulted in the BART Board of Directors’ selection of the proposed 
project as its preferred alternative was issued in 2003. To streamline the NEPA process 
and to avoid duplication of effort, FTA and BART will consider and incorporate into the 
EIS the results of previous studies, including the EIR and SEIR. 

Upon completion, the Draft EIS will be distributed for public and agency review 
and comment. A public hearing on the Draft EIS will be held within the study area. 
Based on the Draft EIS and the public and agency comments received, FTA and BART 


may further refine and analyze the alternatives in the Final EIS. 
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Issued on: 


Leslie T. Rogers, 


Regional Administrator 
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Section 1 
Introduction 


1.1. Purpose and Need for Monitoring 

A supplemental environmental impact report (SEIR) was prepared to comply with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the BART Warm Springs Extension (WSX) (herein called 
the Project). The SEIR was prepared as a supplement to the BART Warm Springs Extension 
Environmental Impact Report that was certified on September 15, 1992. Potential environmental 
impacts identified in the 1992 EIR and 2003 SEIR include impacts in the following areas. 


= Geology, Soils, and Seismicity. 

m= Hazards and Hazardous Materials. 
= Hydrology and Water Quality. 

= Biological Resources. 

= Land Use and Planning. 

= Population, Employment, and Housing. 
= Aesthetics. 

= Cultural Resources. 

= Utilities. 

m= Safety and Security. 

= Transportation. 

= Noise and Vibration. 

m= Air Quality. 

m= Energy. 


Measures to mitigate significant environmental impacts were proposed in the 1992 EIR and 2003 
SEIR wherever feasible. 


This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) was prepared pursuant to the requirements 
of Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, which requires a public agency to adopt a monitoring 
and/or reporting program to ensure compliance with mitigation measures during project 
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Section 1. Introduction 


implementation. This MMRP identifies and clarifies the mitigation measures to be implemented by 
BART for the Project and identifies the parties responsible for implementation and monitoring. This 
MMRP incorporates measures identified in the MMRP prepared for the 1992 EIR, as well as 
additional or revised measures identified in the 2003 SEIR. 


1.2. Project Description 


The Project consists of a 5.4-mile extension of the BART system south from the existing Fremont 
BART Station to a proposed new station in the Warm Springs district of the City of Fremont. The 
Project alignment would generally parallel portions of the Union Pacific (UP) railroad corridor, 
which contains railroad tracks formerly belonging to the Western Pacific (WP) and Southern Pacific 
(SP), and Interstate 680 (I-680) and Interstate 880 (I-880) in southern Alameda County. The initial 
segment would begin on an embankment at the southern end of the existing elevated Fremont BART 
Station. The alignment would pass over Walnut Avenue on an aerial structure and descend into a 
cut-and-cover subway north of Stevenson Boulevard. The alignment would continue southward in 
the subway structure under Fremont Central Park and the eastern arm of Lake Elizabeth, and surface 
to at grade between the former WP and SP alignments north of Paseo Padre Parkway. Paseo Padre 
Parkway will be reconfigured as a vehicular underpass as part of the Washington Boulevard and 
Paseo Padre Parkway Railroad Grade Separations Project, referred to herein as the city’s grade 
separations project. The alignment would pass over Paseo Padre Parkway on a bridge structure, and 
then continue southward at grade, passing under a grade-separated Washington Boulevard. 
Washington Boulevard will be reconfigured as a vehicular overpass as part of the city’s grade 
separations project. From Washington Boulevard, the Project alignment would continue at grade 
along the former WP alignment south to a terminus station at Warm Springs and South Grimmer 
Boulevards in the Warm Springs district. An optional station at Irvington also is proposed. The 
optional Irvington Station would be located on Osgood Road, just south of and adjacent to 
Washington Boulevard. 


The analysis of the Project presented in the 2003 SEIR focused on updating and supplementing the 
information contained in the 1992 EIR based on changes that have occurred in the project setting and 
any new information related to the project that was not known at the time the original EIR was 
published and the project was adopted. 


1.3. Mitigation Monitoring Program 

This MMRP has been prepared for the Project in accordance with Public Resources Code 21081.6, 
which specifies that when a public agency makes findings required by paragraph (1) of subdivision 
(a) of Section 21081, it “...shall adopt a reporting or monitoring program for the changes made to the 
project or conditions of project approval, adopted in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on 
the environment.” Public Resources Code 21081.6 further specifies that the MMRP will “...ensure 
compliance during project implementation.” This MMRP is intended to ensure the effective 
implementation of mitigation measures that are within the authority of BART to implement, 
including monitoring where identified, throughout all phases of development and operation of the 
Project. 
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1.4. Mitigation Actions 


This MMRP identifies the mitigation actions that will be performed by BART to compensate for, 
reduce, or eliminate the effect of impacts resulting from construction and operation of the Project. 
These include relevant measures identified in the MMRP document for the 1992 EIR, as well as 
additional measures identified in the 2003 SEIR. Mitigation measures carried forward from the 1992 
MMRP consist of those that were proposed for resource areas not discussed in the 2003 SEIR 
because they were found to have been adequately analyzed in the 1992 EIR. BART’s Manager of 
Environmental Compliance will be responsible for oversight of the implementation of mitigation 
actions and reporting on compliance with this plan to the BART Board of Directors. Mitigation 
actions required to be performed prior to and during project construction will be performed by BART 
staff, by consultants to BART, or by the contractors who will construct the Project under the 
oversight of BART staff. Any actions that require implementation after construction will be 
performed by BART staff, by consultants to BART, or by contractors to BART. 


1.5. Procedures for Monitoring and Reporting 


Monitoring and reporting procedures will conform to the following steps prior to and during project 
construction and operations. 


Step 1. Monitoring 

This step will be executed by the Monitor. The Monitor will be designated by BART’s 
Environmental Compliance Division. Monitoring activities may be performed by the Environmental 
Compliance Manager, by BART staff, or the Monitor may be a consultant to BART. 


The Monitor will have the following responsibilities. 


= Prepare an implementation plan prior to commencement of construction to augment and detail 
the monitoring actions and compliance requirements listed in this MMRP. 


= Be knowledgeable in the mitigation that is to be monitored. 
= Verify implementation of mitigation by: 


Q verifying prior to advertisement for contract bids that bid documents, contracts, and other 
plans and specifications include requirements to implement identified mitigation measures; 


Q verifying in the field that required implementation has been properly executed during and 
after construction; and 


Q contacting the Project Manager and requesting that the situation be remedied if mitigation is 
not being implemented or executed properly. This action will be accomplished with formal 
notification via an Environmental Non Conformance Report (ENCR) process, which requires 
formal response. 


= Prepare Mitigation Status Forms and submit to appropriate BART management. 
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Step 2. Action 


This step will be executed by the Transit System Development (TSD) Project Manager (PM ). The 
PM will be appointed by the Executive Manager of TSD. 


The PM will have the following responsibilities. 


= Review the Mitigation Status Forms and any other information presented by the Monitor as 
monitoring occurs. 


= Oversee amendments of the MMRP, if changes in monitoring activities are deemed necessary, to 
provide equivalent mitigation measures and maintain conformance with goals of the plan. 


= Coordinate with the Environmental Compliance Division as necessary. 


= Ensure that the mitigation measures in the MMRP are undertaken, via staff, contractors, or 
consultants. 


= Ensure that penalties to contractors for noncompliance and for ongoing noncompliance are 
incorporated into contracts. 


= Verify monthly that mitigation actions are properly undertaken. This may include designation of 
a BART staff person or consultant to enforce effective and timely compliance with regard to 
specific mitigation measures outlined in this MMRP or required permits. Such staff or 
consultants referenced in this MMRP include Construction Management Oversight. 
Construction Management Oversight will be knowledgeable in regulatory compliance applicable 
to the project and will be responsible for day-to-day supervision of construction activities to 
ensure compliance with regulatory permits. 


= Ensure that procedures and assignments to implement the MMRP are in place in the event that 
the BART structure is reorganized prior to completion of the MMRP actions. 


Step 3. Reporting 


This step will be executed by the Monitor. 
The Monitor will have the following responsibilities. 


= Compile all Mitigation Status Forms into a Report of Compliance on a quarterly basis. Convey 
the status and any recommendations to the PM. Recommendations may include updating the 
frequency of monitoring, changing the type of monitoring, and suggesting better ways to 
implement mitigation. 


= Assist the Project Manager in reviewing contractor’s response to ENCRs, and preparing details 
of corrective action and time of completion to resolve issues raised. If the Monitor deems 
mitigation is satisfactorily completed, the noncompliance situation will expire. If Monitor deems 
mitigation to be unsatisfactorily addressed, Monitor will document the non-compliance in a 
report. The reports will be submitted to the BART Board of Directors by the Environmental 
Compliance Manager. 
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m= Verify that the ENCR is enforced, that the contractor has taken corrective action and submitted a 
formal response to the ENCR, and the contractor will incur appropriate penalties as specified in 
the contracts. Monitor will report corrective actions taken to remedy noncompliance or ongoing 
noncompliance to the Environmental Compliance Manager who will report to the BART Board 
of Directors. 


= Submit all completed reports and statements to the Environmental Compliance Manager for 
submittal to the BART Board of Directors. 


1.6. General Mitigation and Monitoring Efforts 


In general, BART staff will be responsible for implementing or ensuring that the mitigation actions 
listed in the MMRP are undertaken for this project. Implementation includes ensuring that any 
required actions are included in bid documents and contracts as part of the design and construction 
process for the project and ensuring that the consultants and contractors include specified mitigation 
activities in plans and specifications for construction. BART staff responsibility includes designation 
of certain mitigation responsibility to, and continued oversight of, the contractors and consultants. 


The Monitor will investigate noncompliance allegations and identify how BART staff or its 
designees, contractors, or consultants should correct implementation of the measure. The recipient of 
the ENCR has 30 days to respond with plans for corrective action, unless another time frame is 
required by state or federal regulatory agencies or as specified in contracts. Otherwise, BART staff 
is responsible for enforcing contracts to bring ENCRs into conformance; contractors or consultants 
are responsible for correcting actions in nonconformance, as indicated in contracts. If a measure is 
under control of another agency, the Monitor will inform the agency of the monitor’s determination 
and request improved implementation. All actions taken as part of this MMRP will be documented 
monthly and reported quarterly to the BART Board of Directors by the BART Environmental 
Compliance Manager. 


This MMRP will be available for public review at the office of the BART Manager of Environmental 
Compliance, currently 1330 Broadway, Oakland, California 94607. For the extent of the mitigation 
monitoring period, as listed in each mitigation measure, individuals and public agencies may notify 
the BART Manager of Environmental Compliance in writing if mitigation measures are not 
implemented or not being executed properly. 
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Section 2 
Project Mitigation Measures 


2.1 Introduction 


This section describes the mitigation measures for each of the impacts identified in the 1992 EIR and 
in the 2003 SEIR and identifies the parties responsible for implementation and monitoring of each 
measure. It should be noted that the nomenclature and format for identifying impacts and mitigation 
measures differed between the 1992 EIR and the 2003 SEIR. For example, in the 1992 EIR, resource 
topics were identified by number (e.g., “1. Geology, Soils, and Seismicity”), impacts on that resource 
were lettered (e.g., “1A, Project Impact - Increased exposure of the public to a seismically active 
region involving risks from potential seismic ground shaking and associated ground rupture’’), and 
mitigation measures were listed in bullet format under each impact. In the 2003 SEIR, mitigation 
measures were numbered using a prefix to link them with the impact they address (e.g., “Mitigation 
Measure HazMat1” refers to the first mitigation measure in the “Hazards and Hazardous Materials” 
section). For ease of reference, the impacts and mitigation measures in this MMRP are numbered as 
they were described in the 1992 EIR and 2003 SEIR. Because not all of the impacts identified in the 
1992 EIR and 2003 SEIR have mitigation measures associated with them, the numbers are not 
always sequential. For example, Mitigation Measure HazMat] is followed by Mitigation Measure 
HazMat3 because no mitigation measures were identified for Impact HazMat2. 


Mitigation measures for operational impacts are described in Section 2.2, and mitigation measures 
for construction impacts are described in Section 2.3. Cumulative impacts are identified as “cume” 
(e.g., Mitigation Measure POP-Cume2 “Coordinate access and traffic control during construction of 
cumulative projects’). 


The resource topics are discussed in the same order as in the 1992 EIR and the 2003 SEIR. Table 2-1 
indicates the number or letter code used to identify the resource topics and mitigation measures 
presented in this section. The table also indicates the source of the mitigation (1992 EIR or 2003 
SEIR). 
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Table 2-1. Mitigation Measure Identifications 


Identifying 
Prefix Resource Topic Source 
1 Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 1992 EIR 
2 Hazards and Hazardous Materials (for operations impacts only) 1992 EIR 
HazMat Hazards and Hazardous Materials (for construction impacts only) SEIR 
H Hydrology and Water Quality SEIR 
BIO Biological Resources SEIR 
LU Land Use and Planning SEIR 
POP Population, Employment, and Housing SEIR 
A Aesthetics SEIR 
CR Cultural Resources SEIR 
9 Utilities 1992 EIR 
10 Safety and Security 1992 EIR 
TRN Transportation SEIR 
N Noise and Vibration SEIR 
AIR Air Quality SEIR 
E Energy SEIR 


2.2 Operational Mitigation Measures 


Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 


Impact 1A. Increased exposure of the public to a seismically active region involving risks from 


potential seismic ground shaking and associated ground rupture. (1992 EIR.) 


Mitigation 1A: Reduce increased exposure of the public to a seismically active 
region involving risks from potential seismic ground shaking and associated ground 


rupture. 


1. Incorporate the BART seismic design criteria into extension design. 


2. Aerial structures will be supported on piles driven into dense older 


alluvium, where feasible. 


3. For elevated alignments, use embankments at fault crossings. 


4. Comply with the Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zones Act. 
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5. Use BART’s earthquake alarm system and implement BART’s 
Emergency Response Plan procedures. 


6. All buildings will be designed in accordance with the Uniform Building 
Code (UBC) including current State of California amendments. 


7. Prior to final design, identify the precise location of the Hayward Fault 
and any secondary faults at the Irvington Station. The investigation 
would follow the California Division of Mines and Geology guidelines 
for evaluating the hazard of surface fault rupture. If fault traces are 
identified, structures which would be occupied by workers or passengers 
would be located or relocated outside the zone of potential fault rupture. 


Monitoring: 
1. BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that requirements to 


follow BART seismic design criteria have been included in design 
contracts. 


2. Monitor will review final contract drawings to verify stamped approval of 
a registered engineer. 


3. Monitor will review appropriate contract documentation to verify that 
elevated alignments have been placed on embankments at fault crossings. 


4. Monitor will verify that certified geologist has completed a report in 
compliance with the Alquist-Priolo Act. 


5. BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that the BART’s 
Emergency Response Plan has been expanded to include the Warm 
Springs Extension. 


6. BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that the motion sensor 
and alarm system are included in trackway design. 


7. BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that a geologic 
investigation has taken place as per the California Division of Mines and 
Geology guidelines. If the relocation of structures has been deemed 
necessary, review construction drawings to verify the relocation. 


Impact 1B. Increased exposure of the public to a seismically active region involving risks from fault 
creep along the Hayward Fault, which could displace rails and create adverse track conditions. (1992 
EIR.) 


Mitigation 1B: Reduce increased exposure of the public to a seismically active 
region involving risks from fault creep along the Hayward Fault, which could 
displace rails and create adverse track conditions. (1992 EIR.) 


1. Monitor fault creep and conduct weekly track inspections and semi- 
annual track alignment surveys and realign track as necessary. 
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2. Monitoring of track displacements also would be performed monthly by a 
specially designed “laser geometry car” or other equivalent method 
certified by BART engineers. 


3. Document and compile all monitoring of track displacements. 


Monitoring: 


1. BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that a program is 
prepared and implemented to verify that BART’s track alignment 
inspections and surveys are conducted and expanded to include the Warm 
Springs Extension. 


2. Monitor will verify that documentation of all monitoring of track 
alignment inspections and surveys has been completed. 


Impact 1C. Expansive soils occur along the alignments, creating a potential risk of damage to 
structures from changing soil pressures. (1992 EIR.) 


Mitigation 1C: Reduce risk of expansive soils that occur along the alignment, 
which creates a potential risk of damage to structures from changing soil pressures. 
(1992 EIR.) 


1. The structure which may be affected will either be designed to withstand 
the increased earth pressures caused by the expansive clays; or 
alternatively, the expansive clays will be treated with lime injection to 
reduce the shrink-well potential in localized areas. The removal of 
expansive soils and replacement with a non-expansive fill material is 
another mitigation option. 


2. Expansive soil will not be used as fill behind retaining structures or 
building foundations. 


3. After construction, settlement should be monitored and evaluated to see if 
the track alignment has been affected. 


Monitoring: 


1. BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that structural design 
features, lime injection, or non-expansive fill have been included in 
design specifications in areas where expansive soils are found to exist. 


2. Monitor will review contract drawings and specifications to verify 
stamped approval by a licensed professional engineer. 


3. BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that the monitoring 
program is prepared and implemented after construction, so that 
settlement would be monitored and evaluated to see if the track alignment 
has been affected. 
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Impact 1D. Increased exposure of the public to compressible soils, creating a potential risk of 
damage to structures from changing soil pressures. (1992 EIR.) 


Mitigation 1D: Reduce increased exposure of the public to compressible soils, 
creating a potential risk of damage to structures from changing soil pressures. (1992 


EIR.) 

1. Treat or replace compressible soils in localized areas. 

2. Employ the BART Extension Program Design Criteria, the Uniform 
Building Code as amended, and the Alameda County Grading Ordinance 
to control erosion and unstable slopes. 

3. Following construction, survey structures on embankments to evaluate if 
settlement has affected the alignment. 

Monitoring: 


1. BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that treatment or 
replacement of compressible soils has been included in design 
specifications. 


2. Monitor will review contract drawings and specifications to confirm 
stamped approval by a licensed engineer. 


3. BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that requirements to 
follow BART Extension Program Design Criteria and the Alameda 
County Grading Ordinance have been included in design contracts. 


Impact 1E. Potential slope instability in excavations and during construction; and potential erosion 
during and after construction. (1992 EIR.) 


Mitigation 1E: Reduce potential slope instability in excavations and during 
construction; and potential erosion during and after construction. (1992 EIR.) 


1. Excavation and slope construction would be performed under inspection 
by a qualified engineering professional, as required by the Uniform 
Building Code and BART design criteria. 


2. Employ to the extent feasible the BART Extension Program Design 
Criteria, the Uniform Building Code (UBC), City of Fremont Grading, 
Excavation and Sediment Control Ordinance, and the Alameda County 
Grading Ordinance in design of slopes and retaining structures. 


3. Shore excavations as per Cal/OSHA requirements. 


4. Develop a dewatering program or appropriate procedures to control 
seepage (and associated pore water pressure) into any excavation below 
the groundwater table where necessary. Any water discharged into state 
waters would be regulated by the Regional Water Quality Control Board 
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(RWQCB) under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) requirements. Water discharge into sanitary sewers would meet 
with Union Sanitation Discharge requirements. 


Slopes would be benched if slope height exceeds 30 ft. and vegetated as 
soon after construction as possible. 


Concentrated surface flow would be diverted away from slopes or 
conveyed to appropriate drains. 


Inspect slopes monthly and after periods of heavy rain, repair gullies and 
re-vegetate as soon as possible. 


Follow substantially the applicable portions of the City of Fremont 
Grading, Excavation and Sedimentation Control Ordinance. 


Monitoring: 


1. 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that requirements to 
follow BART Extension Program Design Criteria, the UBC, and 
appropriate provisions of the Alameda County and the City of Fremont 
Grading, Excavation and Sedimentation Control Ordinance have been 
included in design contracts. 


Monitor will verify that the City of Fremont and Alameda County have 
had an opportunity to review and comment on sedimentation and erosion 
control plans. 


Monitor will review appropriate contract documentation to verify that 
provisions requiring shoring as per Cal/OSAH standards are included. 


BART staff and Monitor will review appropriate contract documentation 
to verify that provisions requiring dewatering as per RWQCB, NPDES, or 
USD regulations are included. 


BART staff and Monitor will review appropriate contract documentation 
to verify that provisions requiring terracing for slopes exceeding 30 feet 
in height, slope inspection after rainfall, gully repair, and re-vegetation 
are included. 


Monitor will inspect BMPs during construction at the project site 
immediately before, during, and immediately after storm events. 


Impact 1F. Increased or higher-density population near transit facilities may increase exposure of 
people to seismic hazards related to the Hayward Fault Zone. (1992 EIR.) 


Mitigation 1F: Reduce risk of increased or higher-density population near transit 
facilities that may increase exposure of people to seismic hazards related to the 
Hayward Fault Zone. (1992 EIR.) 
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Comply with Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone Act provisions and 
building codes for seismically active areas. 


Follow BART seismic design criteria at all fault crossings. 
For elevated alignments, use embankments at fault crossings. 


Use BART’s earthquake alarm system and implement Emergency 
Response Plan procedures. 


Prior to final design identify the precise location of the Hayward Fault 
and any secondary faults at the Irvington Station. The investigation 
would follow the California Division of Mines and Geology guidelines 
for evaluating the hazard of surface fault rupture. If fault traces are 
identified, structures which would be occupied by workers or passengers 
would be located or relocated outside the zone of potential fault rupture. 


In addition, BART would encourage the City of Fremont to impose 
seismic design requirements on development along the BART alignment 
in the vicinity of the Hayward Fault Zone. 


Monitoring: 


1. 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify the requirements that are 
to follow BART seismic design criteria have been included in design 
contracts. 


Monitor will review contract drawings to verify stamped approval by a 
registered engineer. 


Monitor will review appropriate contract documentation to verify that 
elevated alignments have been placed on embankments at fault crossings. 


Monitor will verify that a certified geologist has completed a report in 
compliance with the Alquist-Priolo Act. 


Monitor will verify that BART’s Emergency Response Plan has been 
expanded to include the Warm Springs Extension. 


BART staff and Monitor will verify that the motion sensor and alarm 
system are included in trackway design. 


BART staff and Monitor will verify that a geologic investigation has 
taken place as per the California Division of Mines and Geology 
guidelines. If the relocation of structures has been deemed necessary, 
review construction drawings to verify the relocation. 


BART staff and Monitor will verify that BART has encouraged the City 
of Fremont to impose seismic design requirements on developments in 
the vicinity of the Hayward fault. 
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials 


Impact 2A. Increased exposure of the public to contaminants in the event of accidents involving 
fuel pipelines along the alignment or railcars transporting hazardous materials. (1992 EIR.) 


Mitigation 2A: Reduce risk of increased exposure of the public to contaminants in 
the event of accidents involving fuel pipelines along the alignment or railcars 
transporting hazardous materials. (1992 EIR.) 


1. The procedures set forth in BART’s Emergency Response Plan would be 
implemented in the event of a release of hazardous materials. 


Monitoring: 


1. BART staff and Monitor will verify that the hazardous materials accident 
provisions in the Emergency Response Plan and in the site health and 
safety plan have been expanded to include the Warm Springs Extension 
prior to the completion of final design. 


Impact 2B. Interruption or delay of potential investigation or remediation activities. (1992 EIR.) 


Mitigation 2B: Reduce potential for interruption or delay of potential investigation 
or remediation activities. (1992 EIR.) 


1. BART would cooperate with investigation and clean-up agencies and 
provide access as necessary for collection of soil samples and remediation 
of contaminated soils or groundwater, provided all regulatory and BART 
safety and emergency programs are complied with. 


Monitoring: 


1. BART staff will consult and Monitor will verify consultation with local 
jurisdictions to determine if site investigation/remediation activities will 
occur during construction and, if so, coordinate with the Project Manager 
to ensure that clean-up agencies have appropriate access to the site. 


Hydrology and Water Quality 
Impact H1. Alteration of flooding conditions due to changes in infiltration rates, drainage patterns, 
or the rate and amount of surface runoff. (2003 SEIR.) 


Impact H12. Alteration of flooding conditions due to changes in infiltration rates, drainage patterns, 
or the rate and amount of surface runoff as a result of implementation of optional Irvington Station. 
(2003 SEIR.) 


Mitigation Measure H1: Design and implement a stormwater management system 
to safely convey stormwater. 
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BART will design and implement a stormwater management system and 
will develop and implement a stormwater management plan to convey 
flows up to and including the 100-year design storm. The stormwater 
management system will be incorporated into plans and specifications for 
the Project. 


BART will submit the Project designs to ACFCD for approval to ensure 
that the Project does not exacerbate either upstream or downstream 
flooding conditions. The ACFCD publishes guidelines with which design 
of drainage systems are to comply. In addition, any work that would 
encroach on structures or areas owned or operated by the ACFCD would 
require approval from the ACFCD. The stormwater management plan 
may recommend use of stormwater detention facilities to temporarily 
store the increased flows from storms up to and including the 15-year 
storm, and to discharge the flows at approximately predevelopment 
levels. 


Monitoring: 


I, 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and 
contracts, and other plans and specifications require the contractor 
implement a stormwater management system for a 100-year design 
storm. 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that BART submits the 
Project designs to ACFCD for approval to ensure that the Project does not 
exacerbate either upstream or downstream flooding conditions. 


Monitor to verify in the field that the stormwater management plan is 
implemented. 


Impact H3. Loss of flood storage capacity at Tule Pond South. (2003 SEIR.) 


Mitigation Measure H3: Mitigate the loss of flood storage capacity by providing an 
equal or greater amount of lost storage capacity at the same location. 


1. 


To maintain existing flood storage capacity, BART will expand Tule 
Pond and/or create an additional flood storage facility (e.g., detention 
pond) at the same location. The storage capacity will be at least as large 
as the loss of storage resulting from implementation of the project. 


Monitoring: 


1. 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and 
contracts, and other plans and specifications incorporate elements of the 
flood storage facility will be implemented. 


Monitor will verify in the field that flood storage capacity is provided. 
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Impact H4. Delivery of increased pollutant loads to urban drainages from expanded impervious 


areas. (2003 SEIR.) 


Mitigation Measure H4: Incorporate design features and implement best 
management practices (BMPs) for postconstruction water quality protection. 


1. 


BART will incorporate design features for postconstruction water quality 
protection into the stormwater management system described in 
Mitigation Measure H1 above, and will ensure that appropriate water 
quality protection BMPs are implemented during operation of the Project. 
Design features may include, but will not necessarily be limited to, water 
quality inlets, grassy swales, oil-water separators, and wet ponds. These 
structures remove hydrocarbons, dissolved pollutants, and particulate 
matter using a range of mechanisms, including particulate settling, 
biological uptake, flocculation, and filtration. BART will monitor and 
maintain water quality design features as necessary for the life of the 
Project. 


In addition to physical structures, BMPs may include programs designed 
to educate staff and reduce potential impacts to water quality. Likewise, 
BART may incorporate operational elements that will reduce or eliminate 
potential sources of point- and non-point source pollutants. 
Implementation of BMPs to protect water quality will be specified in the 
SWPPP associated with their NPDES General Permit. In addition, BART 
may receive assistance in defining and implementing those BMPs via the 
Clean Water Program’s storm water quality management plan. 


Monitoring: 


1. 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and 
contracts, and other plans and specifications incorporate all conditions for 
operational BMPs for the project. 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that coverage under the 
NPDES general permit for stormwater associated with industrial activities 
is obtained prior to operation. 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and 
contracts, and other plans and specifications include requirements that the 
contractor follow BMPs for postconstruction water quality protection and 
BMPs are specified in the SWPPP regarding prevention of pollutant 
discharges. 


Monitor will verify implementation of a long-term program to implement 
all conditions of the NPDES permit and BMPs specified in the SWPPP 
and to monitor and maintain water quality design features as necessary 
for the life of the Project. 
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Biological Resources 
Impact BIO3. Permanent loss of wetland habitat. (2003 SEIR.) 


Mitigation Measure BIO3: Restore, create, and protect wetland habitat to mitigate 
loss of wetland habitat. 


1. To ensure that implementation of the Project results in no net loss of 
wetland habitat functions and values, BART will compensate for the loss 
of wetland habitat at Tule Pond South and south of the Warm Springs 
Station site through a combination of onsite restoration/creation and 
offsite protection and enhancement of at least 0.79 acre of wetland 
habitat. The size and location(s) of the area(s) to be restored/created will 
be determined based on appropriate mitigation ratios derived in 
consultation with the Corps. A mitigation plan will be prepared by a 
wetland biologist experienced in mitigation and restoration. The plan will 
be implemented under the biologist’s guidance. Subject to approval by 
the Corps, the wetland mitigation plan will address temporary and 
permanent impacts (temporary impacts are addressed under Impact 
BIO12). Factors that will be considered in developing an effective 
mitigation plan in consultation with the Corps include the following. 


Q Function and values: Wildlife species, percentage of vegetative cover 
and/or density, approximate plant height; plant and animal species 
diversity, root development, and canopy stratification. 


Q Hydrological regime: Sources of water, discharge points, areas 
affected by seasonal flooding, direction of flow, and size of 
watershed. 


Specific measurable criteria for the above factors will be incorporated 
into the plan in conformance with applicable regulatory requirements and 
the Corps’ Guidelines. Such criteria cannot be specifically identified at 
this stage, however, because the Corps has not visited the site. 


2. Prior to any work that could disturb wetland or creek habitat within the 
Project corridor, BART will obtain the following permits as required. 


a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers — Nationwide or individual permit as 
required under Clean Water Act Section 404. 


Q San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board — Water 
quality certification or waiver under Clean Water Act Section 401. 


Q California Department of Fish and Game — Streambed Alteration 
Agreement. 


Consultation with these agencies will govern how the disturbance of 
wetland and creek habitats will be mitigated. 
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Monitoring: 


1. 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and 
contracts, and other plans and specifications incorporate the above 
requirements to mitigate impacts to wetlands. 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that a wetland mitigation 
plan, which addresses the appropriate functions, values and hydrological 
regime, has been prepared by a wetland biologist experienced in 
mitigation and restoration. 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that the appropriate 
agency permits have been obtained prior to construction at the location of 
the impact. 


4. Monitor will verify implementation of the wetland mitigation plan. 


Impact BIO4. Loss of riparian forest habitat. (2003 SEIR.) 


Mitigation Measure BIO4: Enhance, recreate, or restore riparian forest to 
compensate for the loss of riparian forest habitat. 


Li, 


BART will compensate for the permanent loss of riparian forest habitat at 
Tule Pond South and east of Mission Creek through onsite 
restoration/creation of 0.5 acre of forested riparian habitat west of the 
existing Tule Pond South site and east of Mission Creek. Compensation 
will be provided at a minimum ratio of 1:1 (1 acre restored or created for 
every acre removed). Restoration activities will occur after construction; 
native species are planted where appropriate. 


BART will retain a qualified restoration ecologist to develop a conceptual 
restoration and monitoring plan that describes how riparian habitat will be 
enhanced or recreated and monitored over a minimum period of time. 
BART will be responsible for ensuring that the restoration and monitoring 
plan is implemented. 


After restoration and revegetation are completed, monitoring will be 
conducted for a minimum of 5 years to ensure that the success criteria 
identified below are met and to identify any necessary remedial actions. 
The revegetation/restoration plan for riparian habitats will be considered 
successful when the following criteria are met. 
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a The restored site is composed of a mix of species similar to that 
removed during the construction activity; native species are planted 
where appropriate. 


a The restored site has at least 75% of the absolute cover of native 
vegetation present in areas immediately adjacent to the construction 
corridor. 


Q Plantings are self-sustaining without human support (e.g., weed 
control, rodent and deer control, irrigation). 


Q Functions and values of the restored habitat are comparable to those 
of adjacent undisturbed riparian habitat. 


Remedial action will be required if any of the above criteria are not met 
during the monitoring period. The purpose of the remedial action will be 
to ensure that the above criteria are met. 


Monitoring: 


1. BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and 
contracts, and other plans and specifications incorporate the above 
requirements to mitigate impacts to riparian forest habitat. 


2. BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify compensation will be 
provided at a minimum ratio of 1:1 (1 acre restored or created for every 
acre removed) and that restoration activities will occur after construction. 


3. BART will ensure development of a conceptual restoration and 
monitoring plan. 


4. BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that the appropriate 
agency permits have been obtained prior to construction at the location of 
the impact. 


5. Monitor will verify implementation of the restoration plan and the 
continued monitoring for 5 years after restoration and revegetation are 
completed. 


Impact BIOS. Disturbance or loss of potential habitat for California red-legged frog (CRLF) 
habitat. (2003 SEIR.) 


Jones & Stokes biologists conducted protocol-level surveys for this species in the above areas. Jones 
& Stokes has prepared a California red-legged frog site assessment for the Project and has engaged in 
informal consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). This report will be 
submitted to the US Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) in accordance with the 404 permitting 
process. BART will request concurrence that the Project will not adversely impact California red- 
legged frog. 
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However, if the Corps, in conjunction with USFWS, determines that the Project has potential to 
affect CRLF, the following mitigation measures, in addition to all other conditions stipulated by 
USFWS, will be implemented to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 


Mitigation Measure BIOS(a): Avoid and minimize impacts to California red- 
legged frog habitat. 


1. 


Prior to the initial site investigation and subsequent ground-disturbing 
activities, a qualified biologist will provide worker awareness training to 
all project personnel in recognition of California red-legged frog and its 
habitat. 


A qualified biologist will conduct pre-construction surveys within the 
project area no earlier than 2 days before ground-disturbing activities. 


No activities will occur after October 15 or the onset of the rainy season, 
whichever occurs first, until May 1, except for during periods greater than 
72 hours without precipitation. Activities can only resume after site 
inspection by a qualified biologist. The rainy season is defined as “a 
frontal system that results in depositing 0.25 inches or more of 
precipitation in one event.” 


Vehicles to and from the project site will be confined to existing 
roadways to minimize disturbance of habitat. 


Prior to movement of heavy equipment in the project area, a qualified 
biologist will verify that the route is clear of California red-legged frogs. 


If a California red-legged frog is encountered during excavations or any 
project activities, activity will cease until the frog is removed and 
relocated by a USFWS-approved biologist. Any incidental take will be 
reported to USFWS immediately by telephone. 


If suitable wetland habitat is disturbed or removed, BART will restore the 
suitable habitat back to its original value by covering bare areas with 
mulch and revegetating all cleared areas with wetland species that are 
currently found in the project area. 


Mitigation Measure BIOS(b): 


1. 


2: 


Compensate for permanent removal of California red-legged frog habitat 
through protection or enhancement of California red-legged frog habitat. 


Any permanent removal of habitat identified by USFWS as suitable to 
support California red-legged frog will be mitigated through protection of 
suitable California red-legged frog habitat elsewhere, at a 3:1 ratio. The 
location and size of the compensation habitat will be determined through 
consultation with USFWS. 


Monitoring: 
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BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and 
contracts, and other plans and specifications incorporate the above 
requirements and mitigation measures to reduce impacts to red-legged 
frog habitat adjacent to the construction corridor. 


If red-legged frogs are found, BART staff will ensure and Monitor will 
verify that a qualified biologist will provide worker awareness training to 
all project personnel in recognition of California red-legged frog and its 
habitat, and that pre-construction surveys within the project area are 
performed no earlier than 2 days before ground-disturbing activities. 


If red-legged frogs are found, BART staff will ensure and Monitor will 
verify that no activities will occur after October 15 or the onset of the 
rainy season, except as described above. 


If red-legged frogs are found, Monitor will verify on-site that vehicles are 
confined to existing roadways, and a qualified biologist will verify that 
the route is clear of California red-legged frogs, and that if a California 
red-legged frog is encountered during excavations or any project 
activities, activity will cease until the frog is removed and relocated by a 
USFWS-approved biologist. Monitor will verify report of any incidental 
take to USFWS immediately by telephone. 


If red-legged frogs are found, BART staff will ensure and Monitor will 
verify that suitable habitat is restored if habitat is removed or disturbed. 


If red-legged frogs are found, BART staff will ensure and Monitor will 
verify that any permanent removal of red-legged frog habitat is mitigated 
per consultation with the USFWS. 


Impact BIO6. Loss of occupied Western Burrowing Owl habitat and direct impacts on Western 
Burrowing Owls. (2003 SEIR.) 


Mitigation Measure BIO6: Implement on- and offsite replacement of Western 
Burrowing Owl habitat. 


I, 


BART will ensure that the loss of Western Burrowing Owl habitat in the 
Project corridor is compensated by the provision of replacement habitat 
either on-site or offsite. Habitat replacement will be based on a biological 
analysis of the requirements of the owls at this site, or CDFG-approved 
guidelines (California Department of Fish and Game 1995). 


Location of the compensation habitat will be identified in conjunction 
with CDFG through a mitigation agreement. Compensation habitat may 
be located either on-site or off-site, depending on approval from CDFG. 
If necessary, BART will construct two artificial burrows for each 
occupied burrow lost or rendered unsuitable as a result of construction 
activities. BART will retain a qualified biologist to build and monitor the 
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artificial burrows. BART will ensure that the mitigation habitat 
(including artificial burrows) is maintained for owls in perpetuity. 


Monitoring: 


1. BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that the loss of Western 
Burrowing Owl habitat in the Project corridor is compensated per the 
requirements of CDFG. 


Impact BIO9. Removal of trees. (2003 SEIR.) 


Mitigation Measure BIO9(a): Conduct a tree survey to assess tree resources 
impacted by the Project. 


1. BART will retain a certified arborist to conduct a tree survey of the 
Project corridor, including potential contractor laydown areas, and 
identify and evaluate trees, including any landmark trees as identified by 
the City of Fremont, that will be removed. If the arborist’s survey does 
not identify any protected trees or known landmark trees that would be 
removed or damaged as a result of the Project, no further mitigation is 
necessary. However, if the Project would remove or damage any tree(s), 
Mitigation Measure BIO9(b) as described below will also be 
implemented. 


Mitigation Measure BIO9(b): Compensate for removal of protected trees. 


1. For any tree with a trunk diameter in excess of 4 inches measured at 4 
feet above ground level that is removed as a result of the Project, BART 
will ensure that replacement trees are planted in the Project corridor. Ata 
minimum, each removed tree that meets the 4-inch size standard will be 
replaced with either (i) one replacement tree of 24-inch box size, or (ii) 
three replacement trees of 15-gallon size. Replacement trees will belong 
to a native species such as coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia), California 
buckeye (Aesculus californica), California bay laurel (Umbellularia 
californica), or other appropriate species native to the Fremont area or 
similar to the mix of species removed during construction activity. Trees 
will be planted in close proximity to removal sites, in locations suitable 
for the replacement species. Selection of replacement sites and 
installation of replacement plantings will be supervised by a qualified 
botanist. Newly planted trees will be monitored by a qualified botanist at 
least once a year for 5 years. Each year, any trees that do not survive will 
be replaced. Any trees planted as remediation for failed plantings will be 
planted as stipulated here for original plantings, and will be monitored for 
a period of 5 years following installation. Tree replacement will occur 
after project construction. 
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Monitoring: 


1. BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that a tree survey is 
conducted by a certified arborist, including identification of landmark 
trees. 


2. BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and 
contracts, and other plans and specifications require that replacement 
trees be planted to compensate for removal of any tree with a trunk 
diameter in excess of 4 inches measured at 4 feet above ground level 
within the project corridor. 


3. Monitor will verify in the field that the tree replacement plan is 
implemented. 


Land Use and Planning 


No operational mitigation measures were identified. 


Population, Employment, and Housing 
Impact POP3. Displacement of existing businesses or housing, especially affordable housing. 
(2003 SEIR.) 


Mitigation Measure POP3: Acquire property and relocate residences and 
businesses. 


1. BART’s Real Estate Services Department will implement an acquisition 
and relocation program that meets the requirements of applicable state 
and federal acquisition and relocation laws. Acquisition will involve 
compensation at fair market value for properties, and relocation assistance 
would include, but is not limited to, down payments or rental 
supplements, moving costs, business reestablishment reimbursement, and 
goodwill offers as appropriate. All benefits will be provided in 
accordance with the Federal Uniform Relocation and Real Properties 
Acquisition Policies Act, and applicable state law. 


Monitoring: 


1. BART staff will ensure that the acquisition and relocation program is 
implemented prior to commencement of the project. 


2. BART Real Estate Services Department will acquire the property, 
relocate affected business owners, and/or tenants in accordance with 
applicable federal and state laws and regulations. Acquisition and 
relocation activities will be audited as required by FTA and Caltrans. 
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3. Monitor will verify directly or through auditors that all applicable laws 
and regulations were followed for all relocations. 


Aesthetics 
Impact Al. Reconfiguration of Tule Pond, resulting in change of a well-defined landscape feature. 
(2003 SEIR.) 


Mitigation Measure Al: Protect and replace vegetation near Tule Pond. 


BART will implement the following mitigation actions to reduce the impacts of 
vegetation removal and reconfiguration of portions of Tule Pond. 


1. Munimize vegetation loss and replace vegetation lost during construction. 
Install measures to protect the portions of Tule Pond that will be 
preserved as outlined in biological mitigation measures below. 


2. Add plantings to screen views of the embankment south of Walnut 
Avenue. On completion of the project, BART’s contractors will stabilize 
exposed slopes with hydro-seeding or other planting methods, and 
reestablish wetland banks with appropriate plantings to encourage the 
reestablishment of currently existing vegetation types. 


3. Ensure that all landscaping plans are consistent with the existing 
vegetation of the area. A qualified landscape architect retained by 
BART’s contractors will approve all landscaping plans for the area. 


Monitoring: 


1. BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and 
contracts, and other plans and specifications include requirements to 
minimize vegetation loss, add plantings to screen views, and landscape 
plans are prepared by a qualified landscape architect. 


2. Monitor will verify in the field that mitigation actions, as described 
above, are implemented. 


Impact A3. Potential adverse effects on visual quality and character of Fremont Central Park from 
proposed ventilation structures. (2003 SEIR.) 


Mitigation Measure A3: Implement measures to conceal the ventilation structures. 


1. In designing and placing ventilation structures in Fremont Central Park, 
BART will implement the following mitigation measures. 


Q Coordinate with the City of Fremont in developing criteria for design 
of the structures to be placed in the park. BART will ensure that the 
final designs of the structures and the plantings will be consistent with 
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visual resources of the immediate project vicinity, including park 
maintenance facilities and landscaping. 


Q Use surface treatments forms, textures, and colors that reflect 
Fremont’s architectural character and that help blend the ventilation 
structures and ancillary equipment into the surroundings. 


a Establish plantings (e.g., trees and shrubs) along the edges of 
buildings and any fencing. The plantings will be consistent with the 
character of existing vegetation in the park. 


Monitoring: 


1. BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and 
contracts, and other plans and specifications include requirements to 
incorporate architectural and landscaping design and aesthetic treatments. 


2. BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that the City of Fremont 
has been consulted in developing design criteria and that the final design 
is consistent with visual resources in the project vicinity. 


3. Monitor will verify in the field that all architectural and landscaping 
design and aesthetic mitigation measures are implemented, as described 
above. 


Impact A4. Introduction of new elements associated with the proposed Warm Springs Station. 
(2003 SEIR.) 


Mitigation Measure A4: Ensure design of proposed Warm Springs Station is 
consistent with existing environment. 


1. In developing detailed architectural and landscape plans for the proposed 
Warm Springs Station, BART will take the following steps. 


a Design the proposed Warm Springs Station so that it is compatible 
with the scale and massing of other buildings in the surrounding 
environment, including the commercial facilities to the north and the 
light industrial uses to the north and south. 


Q Provide landscaping within the parking areas to visually interrupt the 
expanses of paving, provide shade, provide protected circulation areas 
for pedestrians, and minimize glare from parked automobiles. 


Q Plant trees and plantings to function as wayfinding elements in 
conjunction with lighting. 


Q Ensure all plantings are xeric/drought-tolerant and located to 
maximize the likelihood of sustainability (i.e., taking into account 
soil, drainage, sun/shadow). 
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Q Provide artificial lighting to accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists 
as well as vehicles, and install it in a manner that minimizes spillover 
light. 


Q Consult with the City of Fremont regarding the design of the Warm 
Springs Station, including consideration of city comments developed 
through voluntary participation in informal design review meetings 
prior to finalization of the station plans. 


Monitoring: 


1. BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and 
contracts, and other plans and specifications include all requirements to 
incorporate architectural, landscaping design, and aesthetic treatments. 


2. BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that the City of Fremont 
has been consulted regarding the design of the Warm Springs Station as 
described above. 


3. Monitor will verify in the field that all architectural, landscaping design, 
and aesthetic treatments are implemented. 


Impact A5. Potential visual impacts due to soundwalls. (2003 SEIR.) 


Preferred Mitigation Measure A5S(i): Screen views of soundwalls with 
landscaping. 


1. Where right-of-way widths allow, BART will provide xeric/drought- 
tolerant landscaping (e.g., trees, vines and/or shrubs) to screen views of 
soundwalls where significant visual impacts occur. Landscaping would 
generally reduce visual impacts associated with proposed soundwalls to a 
less-than-significant level. However, in certain cases the resulting visual 
impacts may still be significant. 


Alternative Mitigation Measure AS(ii): Provide surface treatments. 


1. Ifthe right-of-way width is insufficient to permit landscaping, an 
alternative mitigation will be implemented whereby the outside of the 
walls (residential side) will be designed with a surface treatment that is 
compatible with the surrounding residential architecture. In some cases, 
for example, where surface treatment is used rather than landscaping or 
where soundwalls are placed on top of berms, resulting visual impacts 
may still be significant. 


Monitoring: 
1. BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and 


contracts, and other plans and specifications include requirements to 
incorporate landscaping treatments to screen views of soundwalls. 
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BART staff will evaluate whether alternative mitigation is needed to 
implement surface treatments. 


Monitor will verify in the field that all landscaping design and surface 
treatments as necessary are implemented. 


Impact A7. Introduction of new elements or demolition of existing structures in area of optional 
Irvington Station. (2003 SEIR.) 


Mitigation Measure A7(a): Ensure design of an optional Irvington Station is 
consistent with existing environment. 


In developing detailed architectural and landscape plans for the optional Irvington 
Station, BART will take the following steps. 


I: 


Design the optional Irvington Station so that it is compatible with the 
scale and massing of other buildings in the surrounding environment. 
Provide landscaping within the parking areas to visually interrupt the 
expanses of paving, provide shade, provide protected circulation areas for 
pedestrians, and minimize glare from parked automobiles. 


Plant trees and plantings to function as wayfinding elements in 
conjunction with lighting. 


Ensure all plantings are xeric/drought-tolerant and are located to 
maximize the likelihood of sustainability (i.e., taking into account soil, 
drainage, sun/shadow, etc. considerations). 


Provide artificial lighting to accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists as 
well as vehicles, and install it in a manner that minimizes spillover light. 


Consult with the City of Fremont regarding the design of the optional 
Irvington Station, including consideration of city comments developed 
through voluntary participation in informal design review meetings prior 
to finalization of the station plans. 


Mitigation Measure A7(b): Incorporate Gallegos Winery site into design of 
optional Irvington Station. In developing detailed architectural and landscape plans 
for the optional Irvington Station, BART will take the following mitigation measures. 


1. 


BART will work with the City of Fremont to ensure that the final designs 
are consistent with the city’s goals for preserving the Gallegos Winery 
ruins. 


The design and layout of the parking lot area east of Osgood Road will be 
designed so as to avoid physical encroachment on the Gallegos Winery 
ruins. 


BART will work with the City of Fremont to develop design guidelines to 
ensure the final landscaping/plantings design of the parking lot and near 
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the Gallegos Winery ruins are consistent with the visual resources of the 
immediate project vicinity. 


Artificial lighting will be installed in a manner that minimizes spillover 
light, using such design features as capping, shielding, and ground-level 
bollards. 


Monitoring: 


I. 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and 
contracts, and other plans and specifications include design guideline 
requirements related to developing detailed architectural and landscape 
plans for the optional Irvington Station. 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that the City of Freemont 
has been consulted regarding the design of the optional Irvington Station 
and the treatment of the Gallegos Winery ruins as described above. 


Monitor will verify in the field that all architectural, landscaping design, 
and aesthetic treatments are implemented. 


Cultural Resources 
Impact CR2. Potential for substantial adverse change in the significance of archaeological 
resources: site CA-Ala-343. (2003 SEIR.) 


Mitigation Measure CR2(a): Conduct subsurface testing to assess and minimize 
potential impacts on prehistoric and historic archaeological resources at CA-Ala-343 
and vicinity. 


I. 


To establish the presence or absence and the integrity of CA-Ala-343 
deposits in the project area, BART will ensure that a focused subsurface 
testing program is designed and implemented in areas south of Tule Pond 
and north of Stevenson Boulevard that have not previously been subject 
to subsurface archaeological investigations. BART will retain qualified 
archaeologists to conduct the investigation, which will follow standard 
professional practice for the evaluation of cultural resources. Before the 
investigation begins, a work plan will be prepared, including Native 
American protocols for the project, a research design, and methods of 
conducting the study. 


Following test excavations, a technical report will be prepared to 
document the results of the investigation. The technical report will be 
submitted to BART and also placed on file at the Northwest Information 
Center of the California Historical Resources Information System at 
Sonoma State University. If significant archaeological deposits are 
discovered, the report will define the Project’s expected impacts and 
present specific recommendations for subsequent actions. Consideration 
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will be given to preserving significant archaeological deposits in the 
project area by avoiding the deposits or otherwise protect them from 
impacts, if feasible. If preservation alternatives are not possible or 
feasible, the following additional mitigation measure will be required to 
reduce significant impacts to less than significant. 


Mitigation Measure CR2(b): Conduct data recovery for CA-Ala-343 and vicinity. 


If historically significant archaeological deposits that cannot be avoided or 
otherwise protected are found within the Project area, BART will ensure that 
data recovery is implemented by qualified archaeologists in accordance with 
standard professional practices. If archaeological deposits that indicate the 
presence or probable likelihood of Native American human remains are 
discovered, the data recovery plan will be prepared and implemented in 
consultation with appropriate representatives of the Native American 
community. The objective of archaeological data recovery will be to 
adequately recover the scientifically consequential information from and 
about the historical resource. The results of the study will be deposited with 
the California Historical Resources Regional Information Center. 
Monitoring: 


1. BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and 
contracts, and other plans and specifications include the above 
requirements for archaeological testing. 


2. BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that a qualified 
archaeologist is retained to prepare a cultural resources work plan, 
including Native American protocols. 


3. BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that a technical report is 
submitted to BART and to the California Historical Resources 
Information System at Sonoma State University. 


4. If historically significant archaeological deposits cannot be avoided or 
otherwise protected, BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that 
data recovery is implemented by qualified archaeologists in accordance 
with standard professional practices. 


Impact CR3. Potential for disturbance of previously unknown cultural deposits or human remains 
during ground-disturbing activities. (2003 SEIR.) 


Mitigation Measure CR3: Stop work if buried cultural deposits are encountered 
during construction activities. 


1. If buried cultural resources such as chipped or ground stone, quantities of 
bone or shell material, or historic debris or building foundations are 
inadvertently discovered during ground-disturbing activities, the 
construction contractor will ensure that work is stopped within a 100-foot 
radius of the find until a qualified archaeologist can assess the 
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significance of the find. If, after evaluation by a qualified archaeologist, 
an archaeological site or other find is identified as meeting the criteria for 
inclusion in the NRHP or the CRHR, BART will ensure that a qualified 
archaeologist is retained to develop and implement an adequate program 
for investigation, avoidance if feasible, and data recovery for the site, 
with Native American consultation, if appropriate. 


If human skeletal remains are inadvertently encountered during 
construction of the Project, the contractor will contact the Alameda 
County Coroner immediately. If the County Coroner determines that the 
remains are Native American, s/he will contact the NAHC, as required by 
Section 7050.5[c] of the California Health and Safety Code, and the 
County Coordinator of Indian Affairs. A qualified archaeologist will also 
be contacted immediately. 


Monitoring: 


1. 


If any archaeological remains are discovered during construction, BART 
staff will enforce the requirement for ceasing work in the vicinity pending 
an evaluation of the nature and significance of the materials found. 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that, if an archeological 
site is identified, BART will retain a qualified archeologist to develop and 
implement a program for investigation and avoidance, if feasible. 


BART staff will contact the Alameda County Coroner, if skeletal 
remains are found. 


Monitor will verify in the field that the requirements of the plan are being 
implemented. 


Impact CR6. Potential substantial adverse change in the significance of archaeological resources as 
a result of optional Irvington Station: Gallegos Winery. (2003 SEIR.) 


Mitigation Measure CR6(a): Conduct subsurface archaeological testing to evaluate 
and minimize impacts on the Gallegos Winery if optional Irvington Station is 
constructed. 


I: 


To establish the presence or absence and the integrity of archaeological 
deposits associated with the Gallegos Winery, BART will ensure that a 
focused subsurface testing program is designed and implemented for the 
Irvington Station study area (including the parking facility and a 15-foot 
surrounding buffer zone). BART will retain qualified archaeologists to 
conduct the investigation, which will follow standard professional 
practice for the evaluation of historical archaeological resources. Before 
the investigation begins, a work plan will be prepared, including a 
research design and methods for conducting the study, including a 
delineation of the anticipated extent of subsurface remains in the 
proposed project area. 
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2. Following test excavations, a technical report will be prepared to 


document the results of the investigation. The technical report will be 
submitted to BART and also placed on file at the Northwest Information 
Center of the California Historical Resources Information System at 
Sonoma State University. If significant archaeological deposits are 
discovered, the report will define the Project’s expected impacts and 
present specific recommendations for subsequent actions. Consideration 
will be given to preserving significant archaeological deposits in the 
project area by avoiding the deposits or otherwise protect them from 
impacts, if feasible. If preservation alternatives are not possible or 
feasible, the following additional mitigation measure will be required to 
reduce significant impacts to a less-than-significant level. 


Mitigation Measure CR6(b): Conduct data recovery in the Gallegos Winery study 


area. 


If historically significant archaeological deposits that cannot be avoided 
or otherwise protected are found within the optional Irvington Station and 
parking facility area, BART will ensure that data recovery is implemented 
by qualified archaeologists in accordance with standard professional 
practices. The objective of archaeological data recovery will be to 
adequately recover the scientifically consequential information from and 
about the historical resource. The results of the study will be identified, 
catalogued, and deposited with the California Historical Resources 
Regional Information Center. 


Monitoring: 


1. 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and 
contracts, and other plans and specifications include the above 
requirements for subsurface archaeological testing for archaeological 
resources for Gallegos Winery site. 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that a technical report is 
placed on file at the Northwest Information Center of the California 
Historical Resources Information System. 


If data recovery is necessary as described above, BART staff will ensure 
and Monitor will verify that it is implemented by qualified archaeologists 
in accordance with standard professional practices, as described above. 


No operational utilities mitigation measures identified. (See utilities under construction.) 
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Safety and Security 


Impact 10A. Increased demand for police and fire services. (1992 EIR.) 


Mitigation 10A: Reduce demand for police and fire services. (1992 EIR.) 


1. 


Apply provisions of BART’s System Safety Plan and Emergency 
Response Plan. 


Expand BART’s Police force and Safety Department staff or other 
security measures as necessary. 


Provide additional training and coordination with the Fremont Fire 
Department. 


The Fremont Fire Department would be given the opportunity to 
comment on the engineering plans for the extension project as they are 
developed, and BART’s Safety engineers would review the fire 
department’s recommendation for design modifications that would further 
BART’s system safety goals. 


Monitoring: 


1. 


Transportation 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that BART System Safety 
Plan and Emergency Response Plan have been applied. 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that BART Police 
services or other security measures have been expanded to serve the 
Warm Springs Extension as necessary. 


Monitor will check with appropriate BART departments and local 
jurisdictions to verify that satisfactory briefing regarding services has 
occurred before operation of revenue service. 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that the Fremont Fire 
Department has been given an opportunity to review and comment on 
construction plans. 


Mitigation of Intersection Impacts 


Impacts on intersections are based upon the modeling of traffic in 2010 and 2025 under 
different circumstances: (1) with and without the optional Irvington Station; and (ii) with and 
without the cumulative effects on traffic of the Project together with the Silicon Valley Rapid 
Transit Corridor (SVRTC) project, if that project is adopted. 
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Accordingly, the need for intersection improvements identified as mitigation measures will 
depend on the circumstances as indicated below. 


A. The following mitigation measures TRN5 and TRN6 will be implemented, whether or 
not the optional Irvington Station or the SVRTC project is constructed. 


Impacts TRN5, TRN 9, TRN 12, TRN17, TRN-Cume2 and TRN-Cumed4. 
Changes in V/C and LOS at the intersection of I-680 southbound ramps/Durham 
Road/Auto Mall Parkway. (2003 SEIR.) 


Mitigation Measure TRNS5: Improve V/C and LOS at the intersection of I- 
680 southbound ramps/Durham Road/Auto Mall Parkway. 


The intersection operations could be improved to an acceptable V/C ratio and 
LOS with the conversion of an eastbound through lane to a shared right- 
turn/through lane (to create another right-turn lane). This measure could be 
accommodated within the existing right-of-way, although the southernmost 
eastbound through lane would need to be restriped to accommodate the 
measure. Although not achieving the goal of a V/C ratio of 0.85, the measure 
would result in LOS D operations, which reduce the impact to a less-than- 
significant level. 


Monitoring: 


1. BART staff will coordinate with the City of Fremont to implement 
appropriate intersection modifications as described above. These 
improvements will be carried out with the cooperation and approval of 
the City of Fremont. 


2. Ifthe improvements are constructed by the city, BART staff will ensure 
and Monitor will verify that BART contributes its fair share of the actual 
cost of the improvements, based on the proportional share of BART- 
generated traffic volume as a percentage of the total traffic volume at the 
intersection. 


3. Ifimprovements are constructed by the contractor, BART staff will 
ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and contracts, and 
other plans and specifications include the intersection modifications 
required to implement the mitigation measures. 


4. Monitor will contact the City of Fremont and verify the status of 
improvements. 


5. Monitor will verify in the field that the BART contractor is constructing 
the intersection modifications according to the construction plans. 


Impacts TRN6, TRN10, TRN13, TRN18, TRN-Cume3 and TRN-CumeS. 
Changes in V/C and LOS at the intersection of Osgood Road/Warm Springs 
Boulevard/South Grimmer Boulevard. (2003 SEIR.) 
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Mitigation Measure TRN6: Improve V/C and LOS at the intersection of Osgood 
Road/Warm Springs Boulevard/South Grimmer Boulevard. 


The intersection operations could be improved to an acceptable V/C ratio and LOS 
ith the addition of a second northbound left-turn lane, a second eastbound left-turn 
lane, and an exclusive eastbound right-turn lane, and conversion of the northbound 
right-turn lane to a shared right-turn/through lane. The mitigation for the northbound 
approach could be accommodated within the existing right-of-way. With the 
conversion of the northbound right-turn lane to a shared right-turn/through lane, a 
second left-turn lane could be accommodated. The northbound approach would need 
to be restriped. To accommodate the mitigation for the eastbound approach, right-of- 
way would need to be acquired on the south side of Grimmer Boulevard. The west 
leg of the intersection would need to be restriped to accommodate the second 
eastbound left-turn lane and the exclusive eastbound right-turn lane. 


Monitoring: 


1. BART staff will coordinate with the City of Fremont to implement 
appropriate intersection modifications as described above. These 
improvements will be carried out with the cooperation and approval of the 
City of Fremont. 


2. Ifthe improvements are constructed by the city, BART staff will ensure and 
Monitor will verify that BART contributes its fair share of the actual cost of 
the improvements, based on the proportional share of BART-generated traffic 
volume as a percentage of the total traffic volume at the intersection. 


3. Ifimprovements are constructed by the contractor, BART staff will ensure 
and Monitor will verify that bid documents and contracts, and other plans and 
specifications include the intersection modifications required to implement 
the mitigation measures. 


4. Monitor will contact the City of Fremont and verify the status of 
improvements. 


5. Monitor will verify in the field that the BART contractor is constructing the 
intersection modifications according to the construction plans. 


B. If the optional Irvington Station is constructed, the following additional mitigation 
measure TRN15 will be implemented, whether or not the SVRTC project is 
constructed. 


Impacts TRN15 and TRN-Cume7. Change in V/C and LOS at the intersection of Osgood 
Road/Driscoll Road/Washington Boulevard. (2003 SEIR.) 


Mitigation Measure TRN15: Improve V/C and LOS at the intersection of Osgood 
Road/Driscoll Road/Washington Boulevard. 
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The intersection operations could be improved to an acceptable V/C ratio and LOS 
with the conversion of the second southbound left lane to a third through lane, 
conversion of the southbound right-turn lane to a shared through/right-turn lane (to 
create four southbound through lanes), and conversion of a westbound left-turn lane 
to a shared left-turn/through lane (creating two westbound left turn lanes). The 
proposed changes to the southbound and westbound approaches could be 
accommodated within the existing right-of-way, although the approaches would need 
to be restriped. This measure would require widening the west side of Osgood Road 
along the BART frontage to accommodate four southbound receiving lanes. 


Monitoring: 


1. BART staff will coordinate with the City of Fremont to implement 
appropriate intersection modifications as described above. These 
improvements will be carried out with the cooperation and approval of the 
City of Fremont. 


2. Ifthe improvements are constructed by the city, BART staff will ensure and 
Monitor will verify that BART contributes its fair share of the actual cost of 
the improvements, based on the proportional share of BART-generated traffic 
volume as a percentage of the total traffic volume at the intersection. 


3. Ifimprovements are constructed by the contractor, BART staff will ensure 
and Monitor will verify that bid documents and contracts, and other plans and 
specifications include the intersection modifications required to implement 
the mitigation measures. 


4. Monitor will contact the City of Fremont and verify the status of 
improvements. 


5. Monitor will verify in the field that the BART contractor is constructing the 
intersection modifications according to the construction plans. 


Mitigation of Parking Impacts 


Impacts on parking are based upon the modeling of traffic in 2010 and 2025 under different 
circumstances: (i) with and without the optional Irvington Station; and (11) with and without 
the cumulative effects on traffic of the Project together with the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit 
Corridor (SVRTC) project, if that project is adopted. 


Accordingly, the need for additional parking identified in mitigation measures will depend on 
the circumstances as indicated below. In addition, although spillover parking is not expected 
to be significant, a parking monitoring program has been included to ensure that parking 
activity is monitored and that additional mitigation will be undertaken if a significant parking 
spillover impact is identified. 


A. If neither the optional Irvington Station nor the SVRTC project has commenced 
construction by 2010, the following mitigation measure will be implemented. 
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Impacts TRN-23. Reduced parking supply at the Fremont station resulting in spillover into 
residential or commercial areas (2003 SEIR). 


Mitigation Measure TRN23: Provide additional parking at the Warm Springs 
Station and implement parking monitoring program at the Fremont and Warm 
Springs Stations. 


(A) If neither the Irvington Station nor SVRTC has commenced construction by 
2010, BART will provide an additional 170 parking spaces at the Warm Springs 
Station. 


(B) To determine whether substantial spillover parking occurs, BART will 
institute a monitoring program on streets adjacent to the Fremont and Warm Springs 
Stations. A baseline survey of parking conditions in the vicinity of the stations will 
be conducted prior to commencement of the Project. The baseline survey will 
establish parking conditions in the vicinity of the station during weekday morning 
hours. Monitoring will be conducted during the first six months of operation of the 
Project to verify if spillover parking is occurring. Such monitoring will be based on 
field surveys and any complaints received by BART and local parking authorities. 
After the first six months of operation of the station, BART Community Relations 
staff will respond to parking complaints and BART will investigate such complaints 
to verify parking concerns. 


If a parking spillover problem is confirmed by this monitoring, BART staff will assist 
the City of Fremont in implementing a parking management program. The program 
will incorporate appropriate parking control measures based on BART’s Parking 
Management Toolkit. The Toolkit identifies a detailed process for understanding 
local parking issues, evaluating parking conflicts, and implementing specific parking 
control measures. These measures could include time limits and time-based 
restrictions, increased enforcement, or parking fees. The parking management 
program would be implemented by the City of Fremont. BART staff will assist the 
city to ensure that the parking control measures, adapted as appropriate for site- 
specific conditions, are implemented and are achieving the necessary effect. BART 
staff would also continue discussions as necessary with the city to help adjust any 
parking control measures in response to issues that may arise during implementation 
of such measures. 


Monitoring: 


1. BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and 
contracts, and other plans and specifications, include requirements to provide 
additional parking spaces as described above. 


2. BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that a baseline survey of 
parking conditions and monitoring during the first six months of operation of 
the Project are conducted on streets in the vicinity of the Fremont and Warm 
Springs Stations as described above. BART staff or a consultant will perform 
the survey and monitoring. 
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3. Ifspillover parking is identified as a problem, BART staff will ensure and 
Monitor will verify that the Parking Management Toolkit is made available to 
the City of Fremont and will provide assistance in implementation of the site- 
specific measures. 


4. Monitor will verify coordination with the City of Fremont. 


B. If the optional Irvington Station is constructed, the following mitigation measure 
TRN24 and TRN-Cume?9 will be implemented, whether or not the SVRTC project is 
constructed. 


Impacts TRN-24 and TRN-Cume9. Reduced parking supply at the Fremont and Irvington 
Stations resulting in spillover into residential or commercial areas (2003 SEIR). 


Mitigation Measures TRN24 and TRN-Cume9: Implement parking monitoring 
program at the Fremont and Irvington Stations. 


If the optional Irvington Station is constructed, to determine whether substantial 
spillover parking occurs, BART will institute a monitoring program on streets 
adjacent to the Fremont and Irvington Stations and, if necessary, provide parking 
management assistance as described above in Mitigation Measure TRN23, part (B). 


Monitoring: 


1. BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that a baseline survey of 
parking conditions and monitoring during the first six months of 
operation of the Project are conducted on streets in the vicinity of the 
Fremont and Irvington Stations as described under Mitigation Measure 
TRN23, part (B). BART staff or a consultant will perform the survey and 
monitoring. 


2. If spillover parking is identified as a problem, BART staff will ensure and 
Monitor will verify that the Parking Management Toolkit is made 
available to the City of Fremont and will provide assistance in 
implementation of the site-specific measures. 


3. Monitor will verify coordination with the City of Fremont. 


C. If the SVRTC project has commenced construction by 2010 but the Irvington Station 
has not, the following mitigation measure TRN-Cume 8 will be implemented. 


Impacts TRN-Cume8. Cumulative contribution to reduced parking supply at the Fremont 
station resulting in spillover into residential or commercial areas (2003 SEIR). 


Mitigation Measure TRN-Cume§8 — Provide additional parking and implement 
parking monitoring program at the Fremont Station. 
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If SVRTC has commenced construction by 2010 but the Irvington Station 
has not, BART will provide an additional 120 parking spaces at the Warm 
Springs Station. 


To determine whether substantial spillover parking occurs, BART will 
institute a monitoring program on streets adjacent to the Fremont Station 
and, if necessary, will provide parking management assistance, as above 
described in Mitigation Measure TRN23, part (B). 


Monitoring: 


i. 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and 
contracts, and other plans and specifications, include requirements to 
provide additional parking spaces as described above. 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that a baseline survey of 
parking conditions and monitoring during the first six months of 
operation of the Project are conducted on streets in the vicinity of the 
Fremont Station as described under Mitigation Measure TRN23, part (B). 
BART staff or a consultant will perform the survey and monitoring. 


If spillover parking is identified as a problem, BART staff will ensure and 
Monitor will verify that the Parking Management Toolkit is made 
available to the City of Fremont and will provide assistance in 
implementation of the site-specific measures. 


4. Monitor will verify coordination with the City of Fremont. 


Noise and Vibration 
Impact N1, N-Cumel. Exposure of noise-sensitive land uses to noise from BART trains in the 
Project corridor. (2003 SEIR.) 


Mitigation Measure N1: Implement noise-reducing measures at noise-sensitive land 
uses in the Project corridor. 


BART will design and implement noise-reducing measures such that noise from train 
operations does not exceed the operational noise limits listed in Table 3.10-3 in the 
SEIR. The measures may include but are not limited to the following. 


1. 


Noise Barriers — Construction of barriers is a common approach to 
reducing noise impacts from surface transportation sources. The primary 
requirements for an effective noise barrier are that (1) the barrier must be 
high enough and long enough to break the line-of-sight between the 
sound source and the receiver; (2) the barrier must be of an impervious 
material with a minimum surface density of 4 lb/sq. ft.; and (3) the barrier 
must not have any gaps or holes between the panels or at the bottom. 
Because numerous materials meet these requirements, the selection of 
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materials for noise barriers is usually dictated by aesthetics, durability, 
cost, and maintenance considerations. Depending on the proximity of the 
barrier to the tracks and on the track elevation, transit system noise 
barriers typically range in height from between 4 and 8 feet. Where 
implementation of all feasible exterior noise mitigation does not reduce 
noise below the thresholds identified in Tables 3.10-3 and 3.10-4 in the 
DSEIR, implementation of interior noise-mitigation measures to reduce 
interior noise to less than 45 dB-Ldn is considered adequate to mitigate 
noise impacts to a less than significant level. 


Building Sound Insulation — Sound insulation of residences and 
institutional buildings to improve the outdoor-to-indoor noise reduction 
has been widely applied around airports and has seen limited application 
for transit projects. Although this approach has no effect on noise in 
exterior areas, it may be the best choice for sites where noise barriers are 
not feasible or desirable, and for buildings where indoor sensitivity is of 
greatest concer. Substantial improvements in building sound insulation 
(on the order of 5 to 10 dBA) can often be achieved by adding an extra 
layer of glazing to the windows, by sealing any holes in exterior surfaces 
that act as sound leaks, and by providing forced ventilation and air- 
conditioning so that windows do not need to be opened. 


Where implementation of all feasible exterior noise mitigation does not 
reduce noise below the thresholds identified in Tables 3.10-3 and 3.10-4 
in the DSEIR, implementation of interior noise-mitigation measures to 
reduce interior noise to less than 45 dB-Ldn is considered adequate to 
mitigate noise impacts to a less than significant level. 


Special Trackwork at Crossovers — Because the impacts of wheels over 
rail gaps at track crossover locations increase noise by about 6 dBA, 
crossovers are a major source of noise impact when they are located in 
sensitive areas. If crossovers cannot be relocated away from residential 
areas, another approach is to use spring-rail or moveable point crossovers 
in place of standard crossovers. These special types of crossovers 
eliminate the gap in the track caused by crossovers in the main traffic 
direction, thereby eliminating the additional noise associated with 
crossovers. 


For two residences located at 3153 and 3185 Driscoll Road, east of the 
Project alignment between Paseo Padre Parkway and Washington 
Boulevard, building acoustical insulation may be required. 


Monitoring: 


1. 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and 
contracts, and other plans and specifications require that the contractor 
implement measures described above to reduce operational noise. 
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2. Monitor will verify in the field that the contractor is implementing the 


design features to reduce operational noise according to the plans and 
specifications. 


Impact N2, CR-1. Exposure of vibration-sensitive land uses to groundborne vibration from BART 


trains. (2003 SEIR.) 


Mitigation Measure N2: Implement vibration-reducing measures at vibration- 
sensitive land uses in the Project corridor. 


1. 


BART will design and implement vibration-reducing measures such that 
groundborme vibration from train operations does not exceed the 
operational vibration limits listed in Table 3.10-6 of the SEIR. The 
measures may include but are not limited to the following. 


Ballast Mats — Rail trackways consist of ballast and ties. Ballast is the 
aggregate rock material that lies between the crosspieces of wood or 
concrete that support the rails. A ballast mat consists of a pad made of 
rubber or rubber-like material placed on an asphalt or concrete base with 
the normal ballast, ties, and rail above. The reduction in ground-borne 
vibration provided by a ballast mat depends strongly on the frequency 
content of the vibration and on the design and support of the mat. Ballast 
mats will only work in locations where there is ballast and tie track. 


Resilient Fasteners and/or Resiliently Supported Ties — A number of 
resilient fastening systems for reducing vibration are available. However, 
many resilient fasteners are suitable for direct fixation only and would not 
work for ballast and tie track. Resilient fasteners reduce the amount of 
vibration energy that is transferred into the track substructure and are 
effective in reducing ground-borne vibration in frequencies above 30 Hz. 


Special Trackwork at Crossovers — Because the impacts of wheels over 
rail gaps at track crossover locations increases vibration by about 10 dBA, 
crossovers are a major source of vibration impact when they are located 
in sensitive areas. If crossovers cannot be relocated away from residential 
areas, another approach is to use spring-rail or moveable point crossovers 
instead of standard crossovers. These special types of crossovers 
eliminate the gap in the track caused by crossovers in the main traffic 
direction, thereby eliminating the additional vibration associated with 
crossovers. 


Table 3.10-12 of the SEIR indicates the areas along the Project alignment 
where mitigation would be needed to reduce vibration levels. Ata 
minimum, the installation of ballast mats would be required. However, 
more extensive measures or a combination of measures may be required 
to reduce significant impacts to a less-than-significant level at some 
locations. 
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Specific implementation of the vibration mitigation measures described 
above, including details regarding the specific locations and types of 
mitigation, will be addressed in detail during preliminary engineering and 
final design. During preliminary engineering and final design, further 
detail about track and receiver elevation, track location, and other 
pertinent information will be available. This information will be used to 
adopt the mitigation measures presented above on a site-specific basis and 
to allow design at an appropriate level of detail. Implementation of these 
mitigation measures is expected to reduce significant impacts to a less- 
than-significant level. However there may be some situations where 
implementation of all feasible mitigation measures would not reduce the 
impact to a less-than-significant level. The situations where this could 
occur will be determined when the detailed vibration mitigation design 1s 
developed. 


Monitoring: 


I, 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and 
contracts, and other plans and specifications require that the contractor 
implement measures to reduce operational vibrations, as described above. 


Monitor will verify in the field that the contractor is implementing the 
design features to reduce operational vibrations according to the plans and 
specifications. 


Impact N3. Exposure of noise-sensitive land uses to noise from ancillary equipment. (2003 SEIR.) 


Mitigation Measure N3: Design and construct electrical substations, vent shafts, 
and other ancillary facilities to reduce noise. 


1. 


Electrical substations, vent shafts, and other ancillary facilities to reduce 
noise will be designed so that noise generated by these facilities does not 
exceed limits specified in Table 3.10-4 in the SEIR. Measures to be 
employed may include but are not limited to the following. 


Orient noise-generating components away from noise-sensitive land uses 
or locating buildings between noise-generating components and noise- 
sensitive land uses. 


Use acoustically rated vents to reduce noise. 


Construct local barriers or enclosures around noise-generating 
components. 
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Monitoring: 


1. BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and 
contracts, and other plans and specifications require that the contractor 
reduce facility noise to or below the BART design criteria. 


2. Monitor will verify in the field that the contractor is implementing the 
design features to reduce facility noise according to the plans and 
specifications. 


Air Quality 


No operational mitigation measures were identified. 


Energy 


No operational mitigation measures were identified. 


2.3 Construction Mitigation Measures 


Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Impact HazMat1. Previous uses of the project alignment may have resulted in the release of 
hazardous materials into the soil or groundwater. Construction may result in exposure of workers or 
the public to these materials resulting in adverse health effects. (2003 SEIR.) 


Impact HazMatz2. Potential handling of hazardous materials within 0.25 miles of an existing school. 
(2003 SEIR.) 


Impact HazMat4. Previous uses of the optional Irvington Station area may have resulted in the 
release of hazardous materials into the soil or groundwater. Construction may result in exposure of 
workers or the public to these materials resulting in adverse health effects. (2003 SEIR.) 


Mitigation Measure HazMat1: Develop a work plan for additional site 
characterization. 


1. BART will retain the services of a Registered Geologist or Professional 
Engineer to develop a Work Plan for additional sites characterization 
along portions of the Project alignment where grading, excavation, or 
dewatering is likely to occur. 


2. Construction activity in contaminated areas, including excavation and 
grading, will be conducted with a site-specific health and safety plan 
prepared by a qualified professional. The plan will provide safety 
guidelines, delineation of action levels for personal protective gear, and 
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emergency response procedures. The plan would be reviewed by all 
construction workers prior to commencement of construction. 


To mitigate significant impacts associated with exposure to hazardous 
materials during construction, BART will develop a soil management 
plan for approval by the appropriate regulatory agencies. Contaminated 
solids or groundwater excavated or extracted during construction 
activities would be managed in accordance with the approved soil 
management plan and regulatory agency oversight. Remediation of soils 
could include excavation and on- or off-site treatment/disposal or in-place 
treatment of the affected soils. Remediation of groundwater could 
include in-situ treatment or extraction and treatment. Disposal options for 
contaminated soil and groundwater (i.e., on- or off-site treatment and/or 
disposal) would depend on the specific chemicals present and the levels 
of contamination. The steps in such a process include the following. 


Q Develop a Work Plan for additional site characterization. 


Q Undertake additional soil sampling in areas of known contamination 
to further define the horizontal and vertical extent of contamination. 


Q Conduct groundwater testing in locations where dewatering activities 
may be required to identify any potential groundwater contamination 
for water management purposes. 


Q Develop and obtain approval of a soil management plan to address 
proper handling of contaminated materials. 


Q Handle contaminated soils in accordance with the approved soil 
management plan. 


Q Construction work with contaminated soils will utilize dust control 
measures (Mitigation Measure AIR6) and sediment and erosion 
control measures (Mitigation Measure H7) to prevent exposure to 
workers, the public, and the environment. Where appropriate, air 
monitoring will be conducted to measure the effectiveness of the 
control measures. 


Q Manage groundwater discharges in accordance with construction 
stormwater, pre-treatment, or NPDES permits as appropriate. 


QO Document the remediation work for submittal to the local and state 
agencies overseeing implementation of the soil management plan. 


If any unidentified contaminated materials are encountered during 
construction or an accident results in the release of hazardous materials, 
halt work to ascertain the immediacy and nature of the material. If 
necessary, clear the area to provide safety to workers and the public. 
Take measures to isolate the release and determine a course of action for 
cleanup, treatment, and/or disposal of contaminated materials. Notify 
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public emergency services and regulatory agencies as appropriate. Prior 
to construction near the underground fuel pipelines, the exact location of 
lines should be accurately established (e.g., accurate maps from the owner 
or operator or geophysical surveys). Potential hazards associated with 
rupture of the pipelines or discovery of hazardous materials releases from 
the pipelines should be included in the site health and safety plan. 


Monitoring: 


1. BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that BART retain a 
Registered Geologist or Professional Engineer to develop a Work Plan for 
additional sites along portions of the Project alignment where grading, 
excavation, or dewatering is likely to occur. 


2. BART staff to ensure and Monitor to verify that construction activity in 
contaminated areas is conducted with a site-specific health and safety 
plan prepared by a qualified professional. Monitor to verify that the plan 
is reviewed by all construction workers prior to commencement of 
construction. BART staff will ensure and Monitor to verify that a soil 
management plan is developed for approval by appropriate regulatory 
agencies. 


3. Monitor will verify that an approved soil management plan is 
implemented. 


Impact HazMat3. Potential for demolition or renovation of existing 
structures to expose workers to lead-based paint and asbestos-containing 
materials. (2003 SEIR.) 


Mitigation Measure HazMat3: Survey and properly handle materials from 
structures that may contain asbestos and lead-based paint. 


1. Prior to demolition or renovation of structures built before 1978, a survey 
for the presence of ACM will be conducted. The survey will be conducted 
by Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act (AHERA)-certified 
personnel, trained according to state and federal regulations. Structures 
will also be surveyed for the presence of lead-based paint. If the results 
of the survey detect the presence of lead-based paint, construction will be 
performed in accordance with the Lead in Construction Standard (8 Cal. 
Code of Regulations Section 5132.1). ACM will be removed in 
accordance with the requirements of Cal OHSA (8 Cal. Code of 
Regulations 5129) and the Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
(BAAQMD). 


BART Warm Springs Extension June 2003 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 9-383 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District As Adopted by the BART Board on June 26, 2003 


Section 2. Project Mitigation Measures 


Monitoring: 


1. 


BART staff to ensure and Monitor to verify that, prior to demolition or 
renovation, structures are surveyed for the presence of ACM and lead- 
based paint, as appropriate. 


If ACM or lead-based paint is detected, BART staff will ensure and 
Monitor will verify that construction is performed and ACM is removed 
in accordance with the standards described above. 


Hydrology and Water Quality 
Impact H7. Potential for accelerated erosion and discharge of sediment into water bodies as a result 
of ground-disturbing activities. (2003 SEIR.) 


Mitigation Measure H7: Ensure the implementation of NPDES permit conditions. 


1. 


As required by the NPDES General Permit for Discharges of Storm 
Water Associated with Construction Activities, BART will ensure that 
specific erosion and sediment control measures are implemented during 
Project construction to prevent accelerated erosion stemming from 
grading and other ground-disturbing activities. Measures include, but are 
not limited to, the following. 


Q Erosion Control Measures: 


- Temporary and permanent seeding of disturbed areas and 
stockpiles. 

- Use of erosion control blankets. 

- Stabilization of construction area entrances and exits. 

- Dust suppression (e.g., watering exposed surfaces and stockpiles 
of soils and/or excavated material, covering stockpiles with 
plastic tarps). 


Q Sediment Control Measures: 


- Use of straw rolls, sediment fences, straw bales, and/or sediment 
traps to prevent sediment-laden runoff from leaving the 
construction area. 

- Use of temporary dikes to redirect or control runoff. 


These measures would be installed before October 15 and monitored 
throughout the winter rainy season (October 15—March 15). The 
measures and monitoring requirements required under the NPDES 
General Permit would minimize the potential for accelerated erosion and 
sedimentation. In addition, BART may receive assistance in defining and 
implementing those BMPs via the Clean Water Program’s storm water 
quality management plan. BART will verify that an NOI and a SWPPP 
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have been filed before allowing construction to begin. BART will 
routinely inspect the project site to verify that the BMPs specified in the 
SWPPP are properly installed and maintained. BART will immediately 
notify the contractor if there is a noncompliance issue and require 
compliance. 


Monitoring: 


1. BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and 
contracts, and other plans and specifications require that the contractor 
use appropriate sediment control measures, as described above. 


2. BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that coverage under the 
NPDES general permit for stormwater associated with construction 
activities is obtained prior to construction. 


3. Monitor will verify that all conditions of the NPDES permit, BMPs in the 
SWPPP, and specific erosion and sediment control measures are 
implemented during Project construction. 


Impact H8. Water quality degradation at Lake Elizabeth, Mission Creek, Tule Pond, and Cafiada de 
Aliso during construction. (2003 SEIR.) 


Mitigation Measure H8(a): Implement water quality control measures to prevent 
release of sediment 


1. BART will ensure that water quality control measures, such as turbidity 
barriers/curtains, are in place before construction activities begin in these 
areas, and prior to cofferdam installation. The barriers have pores that are 
large enough to allow water to pass through, but the pores are small 
enough to trap most sediments that may be suspended in the water. 
Measures will be installed on the west side of the cofferdam in Lake 
Elizabeth to prevent the release of disturbed lake-bottom sediments into 
the majority of the lake. Additional turbidity barriers/curtains or other 
appropriate measures will be installed at the outlet to Mission Creek to 
retain entrained lake-bottom sediments. BART may also use additional 
technologies to reduce potential impacts to water quality. These 
technologies may include, but not be limited to, the use of sheet piles 
instead of using an earthen cofferdam. 


2. BART will also ensure that construction activities related to dewatering 
or the runoff of stormwater from Lake Elizabeth, Mission Creek, Tule 
Pond, and Cafiada de Aliso will incorporate BMPs to minimize impacts to 
water quality. BMPs may include, but not be limited to, using sediment 
barriers (e.g., silt curtains), limiting the amount of exposed soils, and 
incorporating settling basins prior to discharge of water. 


Mitigation Measure H8(b): Comply with City of Fremont MS-4 Permit. 
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BART will conduct any dewatering activities associated with the 
construction or operation of the Project according to the Waste Discharge 
Requirements for Facility-Wide Municipal Storm Water Discharges from 
Storm Sewer System and Non-Storm Water Discharges from the City of 
Fremont (MS4 Permit) issued by the San Francisco Bay RWQCB. 


Monitoring: 


i, 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and 
contracts, and other plans and specifications require that the contractor 
use specified water quality control measures. 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that appropriate water 
quality control measures are implemented to minimize impacts to water 
quality during construction. 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that dewatering activities 
associated with the Project are consistent with the MS-4 Permit. 


Impact H9. Release of hazardous substances that violate water quality standards. (2003 SEIR.) 


Mitigation Measure H9: Implement hazardous materials spill prevention and 
control plan. 


1. 


As part of its NPDES General Permit for Construction Activities, BART 
will be required to develop and implement a Hazardous Material Spill 
Prevention and Control Plan related to the use of construction equipment 
for the Project. The Hazardous Material Spill Prevention and Control 
Plan would describe storage procedures and construction site 
housekeeping practices and identify the parties responsible for monitoring 
and spill response. The measures and monitoring procedures required 
under the NPDES General Permit would minimize the potential for 
release of hazardous materials to the environment. BART will ensure the 
filing of the NOI for the NPDES permit and developing and 
implementing a Hazardous Materials Spill Prevention and Control Plan. 
BART will review the Hazardous Materials Spill Prevention and Control 
Plan before allowing construction to begin. BART will routinely inspect 
the project site to verify that the BMPs specified in the Hazardous 
Materials Spill Prevention and Control Plan are properly installed and 
maintained. BART will immediately notify the contractor if there is a 
noncompliance issue. 


Monitoring: 


1. 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and 
contracts, and other plans and specifications require that the contractor 
prepare and implement a hazardous materials spill prevention and control 
plan. 
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2. Monitor will verify in the field that the Hazardous Materials and Spill 
Prevention and Control Plan is being implemented and that BMPs are 
properly installed and maintained. 


Impact H11. Temporary reduction in flood storage capacity at Lake Elizabeth. (2003 SEIR.) 


Mitigation Measure H11(a): Limit construction of cut-and-cover subway to the dry 
season. 


1. BART will close the cofferdam after April 1 and will complete 
construction and breach the cofferdam by November |. Using this 
construction method, there would only be a small reduction in flood 
storage during the flood season (fill above the normal water level) and the 
construction period would be maximized. 


Mitigation Measure H11(b): 


Create additional flood storage capacity equal to or greater than the temporary 
reduction in flood storage during construction. 


1. One or more of the following solutions could be employed to provide 
additional flood storage to offset the temporary reduction of flood storage 
during construction activities: 


Q Actively manage the level of water within Lake Elizabeth to provide 
additional storage capacity equal to the storage loss. 


Q Construct a second temporary cofferdam on the east side of the open 
trenching activities during construction and divert flows back into the 
eastern arm of Elizabeth Lake. 


Q Construct additional storage facilities (e.g., detention basin) at the 
same location to provide additional storage capacity. 


One or more of these solutions would be incorporated with the review and 
permission of the City of Fremont and the ACFCD. 


Monitoring: 


1. BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and 
contracts, and other plans and specifications require that the contractor 
limit construction of cut-and-cover subway within Lake Elizabeth to the 
dry season, if feasible. 


2. Ifconstruction in Lake Elizabeth cannot be completed during the dry 
season, as described above, BART staff will ensure and Monitor will 
verify that bid documents and contracts, and other plans and 
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specifications require that the contractor create additional flood storage 
capacity equal to or greater than the temporary reduction in flood storage 
during construction. 


3. Monitor will verify in the field that construction of the cofferdam is 
consistent with the description above, or that a flood storage plan 
providing adequate capacity has been implemented. 


Biological Resources 
Impact BIO10. Temporary disturbance of ruderal forb-grassland. (2003 SEIR.) 


Mitigation Measure BIO10(a): Minimize and avoid ruderal forb-grassland habitat. 


1. The following minimization and avoidance measures will be implemented 
in order to ensure pre-project conditions in areas where ruderal forb- 
grassland habitat is temporarily disturbed. 


OQ Remove as little vegetation as possible. 


Q Replace topsoil and replant the grassland habitat, using a mixture of 
native perennial and annual grasses and forbs. 


Q Minimize construction activities in sensitive habitat areas. 
Mitigation Measure BIO10(b): Minimize erosion of stockpiled soil. 


1. During construction, measures necessary to prevent erosion and pollution 
from the excavated and stockpiled soil, such as the use of geotextiles, will 
be implemented. 


Monitoring: 
1. BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and 
contracts, and other plans and specifications require that the contractor 


minimize and avoid where possible the disturbance of ruderal forb- 
grassland, as described above. 


2. Monitor will verify in the field that disturbance to ruderal forb-grassland 
is minimized as described above. 


Impact BIO11. Temporary disturbance of open water habitat. (2003 SEIR.) 


Mitigation Measure BIO11: Restore disturbed vegetation and install erosion 
barriers. 


1. Destroyed vegetation will be replaced and the channels restored to 
previous condition following construction. 
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2. Require the construction contractor to use erosion barriers in order to 


prevent construction materials and excavated soil from entering any of the 
open water areas. 


Monitoring: 


1. 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and 
contracts, and other plans and specifications require that the contractor 
restore disturbed vegetation and install erosion barriers. 


Monitor will verify in the field that vegetation has been restored and 
erosion barriers have been installed. 


Impact BIO12. Temporary disturbance of wetland and creek habitat. (2003 SEIR.) 


Mitigation Measure BIO12(a): Avoid or minimize disturbance of wetlands and 
creeks. At a minimum, mitigation for this impact will include the following 


measures. 


i; 


All environmentally sensitive areas will be staked and flagged in the field 
and marked on construction drawings before construction begins. 
BART’s construction contractor(s) will avoid construction activities in 
and adjacent to creeks and saturated or ponded wetlands during the wet 
season (winter and spring) to the maximum extent possible. Wetlands 
and creek habitats on and near active Project construction sites will be 
protected by installing environmentally sensitive area fencing (orange 
construction barrier fencing) at least 20 feet outboard of the edge of the 
ordinary high-water mark; depending on site-specific conditions and 
permit requirements, the buffer may be wider than 20 feet to prevent 
erosion and sedimentation impacts on wetland habitats. Construction 
specifications for the Project will include language that specifically 
prohibits construction-related activities, including vehicle laydown and 
operation, storage of materials and equipment, and other ground- 
disturbing activities in fenced environmentally sensitive areas. 


BART will retain qualified biologists and/or resource specialists to 
monitor construction activities near wetlands and creeks. Monitors will 
be hired and trained prior to construction, and will be responsible for 
preconstruction surveying, staking and fencing sensitive resources, onsite 
monitoring, documenting compliance and violations, coordinating with 
contract compliance inspectors, and performing postconstruction 
documentation. 


Contractors will ensure that woody debris, soils, and any other materials 
that are inadvertently deposited below the ordinary high-water mark of 
drainages are removed. Removal will be accomplished by qualified 
personnel, in a manner that minimizes disturbance of drainage bed and 
banks. 
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If it is not possible to avoid ground-disturbing activities in or adjacent to 
environmentally sensitive areas, including creeks and/or saturated or 
ponded wetlands, the following measures will be implemented to 
minimize disturbance. 


When working in or adjacent to creeks or wetlands, contractors will use 
geotextile cushions or other appropriate materials (e.g., timber pads, 
prefabricated equipment pads) to minimize damage to the substrate and 
vegetation and increase the likelihood of successful restoration. 


When working upslope of creeks or wetlands, contractors will use 
geotextile mats, excelsior blankets, or other soil stabilization products to 
minimize the potential for construction to contribute to erosion and 
sedimentation that could affect wetland water quality. 


Contractors will stabilize exposed slopes and streambanks immediately 
on completion of ground-disturbing activities, using a nonvegetative 
material that will bind the soil initially and break down within a few 
years. 


BART will ensure that all measures stipulated here, and all relevant 
permit conditions, are incorporated into contract specifications and 
implemented by the construction contractor. 


Mitigation Measure BIO12(b): Restore disturbed wetland and creek habitat. 


I, 


To ensure that implementation of the Project results in no net loss of 
wetland and creek habitat functions and values, BART will ensure that 
wetlands and creeks disturbed during construction activities are restored 
and/or revegetated. BART will comply with any measures required by 
the Corps as part of the Section 404 permitting process. 


In addition, BART will retain a qualified restoration ecologist to develop 
a restoration/revegetation plan for wetlands and creeks adversely affected 
by construction activities, in conjunction with resource and regulatory 
agency staff. The restoration/revegetation plan will include design 
specifications, an implementation plan, maintenance requirements, and a 
monitoring program. 


After restoration and revegetation are completed, monitoring will be 
conducted for a minimum of 5 years to ensure that the success criteria 
identified below are met and to identify any necessary remedial actions. 
Annual monitoring reports will be submitted to the Corps and the San 
Francisco Bay RWQCB. The reports will summarize the data collected 
during each monitoring period, describe the progress of the restored 
habitats relative to the success criteria outlined below, and discuss any 
remedial actions performed. 
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4. The revegetation/restoration plan for wetland and creek habitats will be 
considered successful when the following criteria are met. 


Q The restored site is composed of a mix of species similar to that 
removed during the construction activity. 


Q The restored site has at least 75% of the absolute cover of native 
vegetation present in areas immediately adjacent to the construction 
corridor. 


Q Plantings are self-sustaining without human support (e.g., weed 
control, rodent and deer control, irrigation). 


Q Functions and values of the restored habitat are comparable to those 
of adjacent undisturbed wetland and creek habitats. 


5. Remedial action will be required by BART if any of the above criteria are 
not met during the monitoring period. The purpose of the remedial action 
will be to ensure that the above criteria are met. 


Mitigation Measure BIO12(c): Compensate for temporary loss of wetland and 
creek habitat. 


1. To compensate for the temporary loss of wetland and creek habitat during 
construction, BART will implement Mitigation Measure BIO3 (Restore, 
create, and protect wetland habitat to mitigate loss of wetland habitat). 

As discussed in this mitigation measure, the size of the area(s) to be 
restored/created will be determined based on appropriate mitigation ratios 
derived in consultation with the Corps. 


Monitoring: 


1. BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and 
contracts, and other plans and specifications require that the contractor to 
avoid or minimize the disturbance of creeks and wetlands, and where 
necessary, restore disturbed areas as described above. Project 
specifications will include language that specifically prohibits 
construction-related activities, including vehicle laydown and operation, 
storage of materials and equipment, and other ground-disturbing activities 
in fenced environmentally sensitive areas. 


2. BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that the appropriate 
agency permits have been obtained prior to construction at the location of 
impact. 


3. Monitor will verify in the field that all environmentally sensitive areas are 
staked and flagged in the field and marked on construction drawings 
before construction begins, the contractor(s) avoid construction activities 
in and adjacent to creeks and saturated or ponded wetlands during the wet 
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season (winter and spring) to the maximum extent possible, and that 
wetlands and creek habitats on and near active construction sites are 
protected by installing environmentally sensitive area fencing. 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that resource specialists 
are retained to monitor construction activities near wetlands and creeks. 


Monitor will verify in the field that contractors remove woody debris, 
soils, and any other materials that are inadvertently deposited below the 
ordinary high-water mark of drainage channels and creeks. 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that, if it is not possible to 
avoid ground-disturbing activities in or adjacent to environmentally 
sensitive areas, the appropriate measures are implemented, as described 
above, to minimize damage and stabilize soils and slopes. 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that BART retains a 
qualified restoration ecologist to develop a restoration/revegetation plan 
for wetlands and creeks affected by the project. 


Monitor will verify that the restoration plan is implemented. 


Impact BIO13. Temporary disturbance of riparian forest habitat. (2003 SEIR.) 


Mitigation Measure BIO13(a): Minimize disturbance of riparian habitats. 


I 


BART’s construction contractor(s) will avoid construction activities in 
and adjacent to riparian habitats to the maximum extent possible. 
Riparian habitats on and near active Project construction sites will be 
protected by installing environmentally sensitive area fencing (orange 
construction barrier fencing) outboard of (upslope from) the edge of the 
riparian zone. Depending on site-specific conditions, the buffer may be 
wider than 20 feet, as needed to protect the area from erosion. The 
locations of fences will be marked in the field with stakes and flags and 
will be shown on the construction drawings. 


If it is not possible to avoid work in riparian areas, BART’s construction 
contractor(s) will minimize impacts on riparian forest vegetation by 
trimming vegetation rather than removing entire shrubs or trees wherever 
practicable. Shrubs will be cut at least 1 foot above ground level to leave 
the root systems intact and allow for more rapid regeneration. Cutting 
will be limited to the minimum area necessary in the construction zone. 
To protect migratory birds, no removal of woody riparian vegetation will 
take place during the breeding season (March 1—August 1). 


Mitigation Measure BIO13(b): If it is not possible to avoid work in riparian areas, 
restore disturbed riparian forest areas. 
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BART will ensure that the riparian forest disturbed during construction 
activities is restored and/or revegetated. 


BART will retain a qualified restoration ecologist to develop a 
revegetation plan for riparian forest adversely affected by construction 
activities. The revegetation plan will include design specifications, an 
implementation plan, maintenance requirements, and a monitoring 
program. To help develop the plan, the restoration ecologist shall 
qualitatively sample the riparian vegetation in the Project corridor prior to 
construction. Revegetation will be implemented immediately following 
disturbance in substantially disturbed areas, or as appropriate for site 
conditions, based on the evaluation of the restoration ecologist and input 
from agency staff. Weeds will be vigorously controlled within and 
adjacent to the restoration site to ensure that no new noxious weeds are 
introduced into the area. 


Monitoring will be conducted by BART for a minimum of 5 years to 
document the degree of success in achieving the success criteria identified 
below and to identify any necessary remedial actions. The reports will 
summarize the data collected during each monitoring period, describe the 
progress of restored habitats relative to the success criteria outlined 
below, and discuss any remedial actions performed. 


The revegetation plan for riparian habitat will be considered successful 
when the following criteria are met. 


Q The riparian habitat established is composed of a mix of native 
species similar to that removed by the construction. 


Q The absolute cover of riparian vegetation is at least 75% of that in 
adjacent riparian areas not impacted by construction. 


Q The health and vigor of riparian vegetation in the planted areas is 
similar to that of individuals of the same species in adjacent riparian 
areas, based on a qualitative comparison of leaf turgor, stem caliber, 
leaf cover and foliage density. 


Q Plantings are self-sustaining without human support (e.g., weed 
control, rodent control, or irrigation). 


Monitoring: 


IF 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and 
contracts, and other plans and specifications require that the contractor 
avoid construction activities in and adjacent to riparian habitats to the 
maximum extent possible, as described above. 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and 
contracts, and other plans and specifications require that, if it is not 
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possible to avoid work in riparian areas, the contractor minimize 
disturbance of riparian habitats, and where necessary, restore disturbed 
areas, as described above. 


Monitor will verify in the field that all environmentally sensitive areas are 
staked and flagged in the field and marked on construction drawings 
before construction begins. Riparian habitat on or near active 
construction sites shall be protected by installing environmentally 
sensitive area fencing. 


Monitor shall verify in the field that cutting will be limited to the 
minimum amount necessary in the construction zone. 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that BART retains a 
qualified restoration ecologist to develop and implement a revegetation 
plan for riparian forest affected by the project. 


6. Monitor will verify that the revegetation plan is implemented. 


Impact BIO15. Temporary disturbance of habitat for Western Burrowing Owl. (2003 SEIR.) 


Mitigation Measure BIO15: Conduct preconstruction surveys for nesting and 
wintering Burrowing Owls and implement measures to avoid or minimize impacts if 
owls are present. 


i; 


If construction activities are scheduled to occur during the breeding 
season (approximately February 1—August 31), BART, in consultation 
with CDFG, will retain a qualified biologist to conduct a preconstruction 
survey within 1—2 weeks of the onset of construction activities. If active 
Western Burrowing Owl nests are found, biologists will establish a 250- 
foot buffer zone around the active burrow(s). The buffer zone(s) will be 
delineated with highly visible temporary construction fencing. No 
construction activities will occur until a qualified biologist has 
determined that the young have fledged. 


Preconstruction surveys will also be conducted if activities are scheduled 
to occur during the nonbreeding season (September 1—January 31). If 
Western Burrowing Owls are found, BART will either implement 
avoidance measures or will passively relocate the owls. Avoidance will 
involve establishing a 160-foot no-disturbance buffer zone that will be 
delineated with highly visible temporary construction fencing. Passive 
relocation will involve installation of one-way doors in the entrances of 
all burrows in areas where construction is slated to occur. One-way doors 
will be installed at least 48 hours before construction begins, and will be 
monitored for 1 week. Following the monitoring period, the burrows will 
be excavated to prevent reoccupation by owls. 


Monitoring: 
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BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and 
contracts, and other plans and specifications require a preconstruction 
survey and mitigation measures for the burrowing owls, as described 
above. 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that, if construction 
activities are scheduled to occur during the breeding season, BART, in 
consultation with CDFG, will retain a qualified biologist to conduct a 
preconstruction survey. 


If active Western Burrowing Owl nests are found during the breeding 
season, BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that a 250-foot 
buffer zone around the active burrow(s) is implemented. 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that, if Western 
Burrowing Owls are found during the non-breeding season, avoidance 
measures or passive relocation of the owls, as described above, is 
implemented. 


Impact BIO16. Temporary noise disturbance of nesting common and special-status raptors. (2003 


SEIR.) 


Impact BIO23. Temporary noise disturbance of common and special-status nesting raptors at site of 
optional Irvington Station. (2003 SEIR.) 


Mitigation Measure BIO16: Conduct a preconstruction survey for nesting raptors 
and implement measures to avoid or minimize impacts if nesting special-status 
raptors are present. 


i. 


No mitigation is required if construction occurs during the nonbreeding 
season (August 16—February 28). However, if construction activities 
occur between March | and August 15, BART will retain a qualified 
biologist to conduct a preconstruction survey for special-status raptor 
species in the Project corridor, including contractor laydown areas. The 
survey will be conducted during the calendar year in which the activity is 
slated to begin, to determine whether nesting special-status birds of prey 
would be affected. The results of the survey will be considered valid only 
for the season in which the survey was conducted; if phased construction 
is planned, an additional survey or surveys may be required. 


If the survey does not identify any nesting special-status raptor species in 
the area potentially affected by the proposed activity, no further 
mitigation is required. 


If nesting special-status raptors are found during a preconstruction survey, 
the biologist will identify and establish a buffer area around each active 
raptor nest. No construction activities will take place inside the buffer 
area until the biologist has determined that the young have fledged or the 
parents are no longer attempting to nest. The size of the buffer area will 


BART Warm Springs Extension 


June 2003 


Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 9-50 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District As Adopted by the BART Board on June 26, 2003 


Section 2. Project Mitigation Measures 


be determined in consultation with CDFG, based on site conditions. 
Examples of approved buffers include the following. 


Q Northern Harrier — minimum 200-foot radius around active nest. 


Q Cooper’s Hawk — minimum 500-foot radius around active nest. 


Q White-tailed Kite — minimum of 500-foot radius around active nest. 


Monitoring: 


i. 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and 
contracts, and other plans and specifications require a preconstruction 
survey and mitigation measures, as described above, if nesting raptors are 
found. 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that, if construction 
activities occur between March | and August 15, BART will retain a 
qualified biologist to conduct a preconstruction survey for special-status 
raptor species. 


Monitor will verify that, if nesting special-status raptors are found during 
a preconstruction survey, the biologist will identify and establish a buffer 
area around each active raptor nest. Monitor will verify that no 
construction activities will take place inside the buffer area until the 
young have fledged or the parents are no longer attempting to nest. 


Impact BIO18. Temporary disturbance of nesting swallows. (2003 SEIR.) 


Mitigation Measure BIO18: Avoid construction during swallow nesting season or 
remove empty nests and prevent new nesting. 


1. 


No mitigation is required if construction in potential swallow nesting 
habitat occurs entirely outside the swallow nesting season (March 1— 
August 1). However, if construction activities will occur in potential 
swallow nesting habitat during the nesting season, BART will retain a 
qualified wildlife biologist to inspect known and potential nest sites 
during the nonbreeding season (September 1—February 28). Abandoned 
nests will be removed. If swallows begin constructing new nests during 
the breeding season, a qualified wildlife biologist will remove the nests 
before nesting swallows complete nest construction. Construction in 
nesting swallow habitat will not begin before September 1, or until after 
USFWS issues appropriate removal permits. 


Monitoring: 


1. 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and 
contracts, and other plans and specifications to require the contractor to 
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avoid construction during swallow nesting season or remove nests to 
prevent new nesting. 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that BART will retain a 
qualified biologist to conduct a preconstruction inspection and, if 
necessary, remove nests prior to construction. 


Impact BIO19. Temporary disturbance of potential California tiger salamander upland estivation 


habitat. (2003 SEIR.) 


Mitigation Measure BIO19(a): Conduct preconstruction surveys for California 
tiger salamander and implement measures to avoid or minimize impacts if 
salamanders are present. 


1. 


Prior to any construction activity, BART will retain a qualified biologist 
to conduct a preconstruction survey for California tiger salamander in 
New Marsh. The presence/absence surveys will be based on USFWS or 
CDFG approved protocols. Surveys for adult salamanders will occur 
during and following the first rains of the 2003/2004 rainy season as 
adults are moving between estivation sites and New Marsh. Surveys for 
larval salamanders will be conducted in New Marsh during spring 2004. 
If it is determined that salamanders are present, Mitigation Measure 19(b) 
will be implemented. If salamanders are absent from New Marsh, and the 
resource agencies concur with this finding, no further mitigation will be 
required. 


Mitigation Measure BIO19(b): Implement measures to avoid and minimize 
disturbance and mortality of California tiger salamander. 


1. 


A construction work area will be delineated along the Project corridor in 
the vicinity of New Marsh. All construction activities will be restricted to 
the area within the delineated work area. The work area will begin 200 
feet from New Marsh, thereby creating a 200-foot no-disturbance buffer 
zone around New Marsh. The contractor will identify the outer extent 
(i.e., width) of the work area. A qualified biologist will determine the 
length of the work area based on habitat characteristics and topography. 
The areas outside of the designated work area will be identified on 
construction drawings as an “Environmentally Sensitive Areas.” 


Barrier fencing will be installed along the perimeter of both sides of the 
work area. Drift fencing will be installed along the base of the barrier 
fencing to ensure that no salamanders enter the work area from New 
Marsh or from estivation sites. To minimize disruption of migratory 
movements, pit traps will be installed periodically along the drift fence to 
capture migrating salamanders. During the migratory period (generally 
during the rainy season while salamanders move between the upland 
estivation sites and the breeding pond), a qualified biologist will monitor 
the traps and move any captured salamanders to the opposite side of the 
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work area. This process will protect New Marsh and immediately 
adjacent uplands, minimize the disruption of migratory movements, and 
ensure construction activities are not interrupted within the work area. 
The process will not require biological monitoring within the work area. 


Monitoring: 


1. BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and 
contracts, and other plans and specifications require a preconstruction 
survey and mitigation measures, as described above, if salamanders are 
found. 


2. Ifsalamanders are found, BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify 
that construction will be within a delineated work area in the vicinity of 
New Marsh. 


3. Ifsalamanders are found, Monitor will verify in the field that barrier 
fencing and drift fencing is installed along the perimeter of the work area. 


4. Ifsalamanders are found, BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify 
in the field that a qualified biologist will monitor the traps and move any 
captured salamanders. 


Land Use and Planning 
Impact LU3. Creation of construction impacts, such as traffic and circulation obstructions; noise, 
dust, and other pollutants; and safety issues. (2003 SEIR.) 


Mitigation Measure LU3: Limit construction-related impacts on land uses adjacent 
to the project alignment in Fremont Central Park. 


1. The following measures will be implemented to limit short-term 
construction impacts related to the loss of parking associated with the 
softball/baseball fields at Fremont Central Park and the temporary 
disruption of walking paths around Lake Elizabeth. 


Q A dog-run facility will be provided. 


a A temporary pedestrian bridge will be constructed over the cut-and- 
cover subway construction just north of Lake Elizabeth. 


Q Access across the BART construction zone between the parking lots 
for the softball fields will be provided whenever games are scheduled. 


Q A public pathway across the construction zone from the neighborhood 
to the east will be maintained during construction whenever feasible. 


2. Temporary walking paths around Lake Elizabeth will be created and 
maintained throughout the construction period. The walking paths will be 
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well signed, and any paths closed for public safety and security will be 
well marked. At least one public pathway across the construction zone 
near Lake Elizabeth will be maintained at all times to accommodate 
people who walk or ride bicycles to the park from the residential areas 
immediately east of the railroad corridor. 


BART and the construction contractor will work with ACFCD to develop 
and implement a program to maintain Lake Elizabeth’s flood control 
function or provide alternative temporary storage, if necessary, during the 
construction period. 


BART and the construction contractor will work with the City of Fremont 
to find the most suitable locations and durations for construction storage. 


5. Please see also Mitigation Measure TRN25. 


Monitoring: 


I: 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and 
contracts, and other plans and specifications require the contractor to limit 
land use impacts in Fremont Central Park, as described above. 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that temporary 
walking/biking paths around Lake Elizabeth are created and maintained 
throughout the construction period. 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that BART and the 
contractor will work with ACFCD to develop and implement a program 
to maintain Lake Elizabeth’s flood control function or provide alternative 
temporary storage during the construction period. 


BART staff will ensure that the contractor is working with the City of 
Fremont to find the most suitable locations and durations for construction 
storage. 


Population, Employment, and Housing 


Impact POP7. Substantial diminishment in access to and parking at businesses and residences. 


Mitigation Measure POP7: Maintain access, traffic control, and parking supply 
during construction. 


1. 


BART will develop and implement a traffic and access control plan in 
consultation with the City of Fremont, local business associations, and 
local neighborhood and homeowners’ associations. Before construction 
begins, BART and its contractors will verify that the traffic and access 
control plan avoids restriction of access and that flaggers are used to 
direct traffic in potentially congested zones such as the Washington 
Boulevard and Osgood Road area. Construction workers and contractors 
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will be advised to carpool and park on-site when feasible to reduce 
temporary impacts to parking for adjacent residences and businesses. 
Movement of heavy equipment and supplies to and from construction 
sites will be scheduled during non-peak travel times. Similarly, 
temporary lane closures due to work on aerial or below-grade structures 
will be scheduled for non-peak travel times. Access to businesses and 
residences will be maintained throughout construction phases, and 
existing parking supply will not be reduced. 


Monitoring: 


I; 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and 
contracts, and other plans and specifications require the contractor to 
develop and implement a traffic control plan in consultation with the City 
of Fremont, as described above. 


BART staff will ensure consultation with the City of Fremont and 


Monitor will verify implementation of traffic control measures in the 
field. 


Impact POP-Cumez?2. Potential to restrict access and egress to existing businesses, residences, and 
community facilities or to reduce parking supply. 


Mitigation Measure POP-Cume2: Coordinate access and traffic control during 
construction of cumulative projects. 


1. 


BART will work with the City of Fremont and entities constructing other 
projects if necessary to ensure that the Project’s construction traffic 
management plan is adjusted to accommodate any overlapping 
construction traffic from multiple projects. BART will require its 
contractors to prepare a construction traffic management plan (as 
described in Mitigation Measure TRN25) that designates truck and 
equipment access routes to the construction site. Contractors will be 
required to limit construction vehicle and equipment traffic to designated 
access routes. The construction traffic management plan will be 
coordinated with the contractor’s construction sequence so that general 
timeframes when construction vehicles will use designated roadways 
within the Project area (months from contractor’s start of construction 
activities) can be estimated. 


BART will approve the contractor’s construction traffic management plan 
and submit a copy of the approved construction traffic management plan 
to the City of Fremont. The city can use the construction traffic 
management plan when reviewing building permit applications for 
development projects within the Project area should the combined 
projects create the potential for construction traffic generated congestion 
to block access to existing development. 
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Monitoring: 


1. BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and 
contracts, and other plans and specifications require the contractor’s 
traffic control plan, as described above, to accommodate overlapping 
construction traffic from multiple projects in consultation with the City of 
Fremont. 


2. BART staff will ensure consultation with the City of Fremont and 
Monitor will verify implementation of traffic control measures in the 
field. 


Aesthetics 
Impact A6. Temporary visual disturbances caused by construction. (2003 SEIR.) 


Mitigation Measure A6: Take measures to conceal temporary construction 
activities. 


1. BART will implement the following mitigation measures to reduce 
temporary visual impacts during construction. 


Q Fencing will be installed to shield views of construction activities 
from Stevenson Boulevard, Fremont Central Park, Osgood Road, and 
Grimmer Boulevard. Fencing installed by BART contractors will be 
sufficiently tall to hide all excavation, grading, and trenching 
activities and materials. 


Q Major construction activities will be followed immediately with 
paving and landscaping. Fencing materials will remain in place until 
finish work (e.g., plantings, site cleanup) has been completed. 


Monitoring: 


1. BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and 
contracts, and other plans and specifications require the contractor to 
shield construction activities from sensitive views and provide paving and 
landscaping, as described above. 


2. BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that fencing is adequate 
to conceal views and major construction activities are followed 
immediately with paving and landscaping. 


3. Monitor will verify these activities are implemented in the field. 
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Impact 9A. Potential disruptions of utilities, electrical transmission lines, pipelines, and fiber optic 


cables. (1992 EIR.) 


Mitigation 9A: Reduce potential disruptions of utilities, electrical transmission lines, 
pipelines, and fiber optic cables. (1992 EIR.) 


i 


Gx IN’ ae er tS 


Coordinate with the San Francisco Water Department to determine actual 
impact to their facilities and develop a plan to mitigate construction 
impacts. 


Provide protection from stray electrical currents. 

Maintain clearance beneath electrical transmission lines. 
Provide access during BART construction. 

Coordinate with Sanitary District for sewer line relocations. 


Relocate or adjust grades where it is determined necessary by pipeline 
operators. 


Coordinate with affected companies which own underground conduits 
and fiber optic lines to arrange necessary relocation and protection of 
existing lines and follow their regulations to mitigate construction 
impacts. 


Monitoring: 


If 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that a review of project 
utility relocation plans is conducted, and Monitor will verify that the 
relocation of utilities, pipelines, and fiber optic cables is done with the 
coordination of the respective agency or company. 


Impact 9B. The extension project would involve potential impacts on basin drainage demands. 


(1992 EIR.) 


Mitigation 9B: The extension project would involve potential impacts on basin 
drainage demands. (1992 EIR.) 


1. 


Coordinate with the Alameda County Flood Control & Water 
Conservation District (ACFCWCD) and develop a plan to upgrade 
existing drainage systems. 


Provide interim storage areas to avoid flooding during construction. 


Sediment traps should be placed at the drainage outlets of each earthwork 
construction area. 
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4. Sediment barriers should be placed along the toe of the embankment over 
South Tule Pond to prevent sedimentation of the replacement wetlands. 


Monitoring: 
1. BART staff to ensure that ACFCWCD has had an opportunity to review 
and comment on the basin drainage plans. 


2. BART staff will review appropriate contract documentation to verify 
inclusion of interim storage areas. 


3. BART staff will review appropriate contract documentation to verify 
sediment traps are placed at the drainage outlets of each earthwork 
construction area. Monitor will verify in the field. 


4. BART staff will review appropriate contract documentation to verify that 
sediment barriers are placed along the toe of the embankment at South 
Tule Pond. Monitor will verify in the field. 


Impact 9C. The extension project would involve potential impacts on sewer feeder lines during 
construction. (1992 EIR.) 


Mitigation 9C: The extension project would involve potential impacts on sewer 
feeder lines during construction. (1992 EIR.) 


1. Coordinate with the Sanitary District for sewer line relocations and follow 
District policies. 


2. Provide access during construction. 


3. Interim sewer lines and/or drainage could be provided to avoid flooding if 
any change or improvement to the existing system proves necessary. 


4. Work on the system would be scheduled to avoid periods of peak flow. 
Monitoring: 
1. BART staff will ensure that coordination with the Sanitary District has 
occurred. 


2. BART staff will review appropriate contract documentation to verify 
access during construction, provision of interim lines, and work schedule. 
Monitor to verify in the field. 


Impact 9D. The extension project would involve potential conflicts with water pipelines for Hetch 
Hetchy water pipeline and electrical transmission lines. (1992 EIR.) 


Mitigation 9D: The extension project would involve potential conflicts with water 
pipelines for Hetch Hetchy water pipeline and electrical transmission lines. (1992 
EIR.) 
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1. Coordinate with the San Francisco Water Department to identify specific 
relocation and grade adjustment requirements. 


2. Provide protection from stray electrical currents for metal pipes. 


3. Proper clearance from Hetch Hetchy electrical transmission lines will be 
maintained. 


Monitoring: 


1. BART staff will ensure that coordination with San Francisco Water 
Department has occurred. 


2. BART staff will review appropriate contract documentation to verify 
protection from stray electrical currents and proper clearance from 
electrical transmission lines. 


Transportation 


Mitigation Measure TRN25: Develop and implement a construction phasing and 
traffic management plan. 


1. BART will prepare and implement a construction phasing and traffic 
management plan that defines how traffic operations (including 
construction equipment and worker traffic) are managed and maintained 
during each phase of construction. The plan will be developed in 
consultation with the City of Fremont, Caltrans, AC Transit, and VTA, 
and will be coordinated with the plan to maintain access and parking for 
businesses and residences described in Mitigation Measure POP7. To the 
maximum practical extent, the plan will include the following measures. 


Q Plan, schedule, and coordinate construction activities to reduce effects 
on AC Transit and VTA bus lines, so that additional buses or larger 
buses are not required on any route to maintain on-time performance. 


Q Specify predetermined haul routes from staging areas to construction 
sites and disposal areas by agreement with the City of Fremont prior 
to construction. The routes will follow streets and highways that 
provide the safest route and have the least feasible impact on traffic. 
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a Identify construction activities that, due to concerns regarding traffic 
safety or congestion, must take place during off-peak traffic hours. 
Any road closures will be done at night under ordinary circumstances. 
If unforeseen circumstances require road closure during the day, the 
City of Fremont will be consulted. 


Q Provide a detour plan for lane closures and for the diversions of 
Walnut Avenue, Stevenson Boulevard, and South Grimmer 
Boulevard, and require information be provided to the public on lane 
closures and detours using signs, press releases, and other media 
tools. 


Q Identify a telephone number that the public can call for information 
on construction scheduling, phasing, and duration, as well as for 
complaints. Such information will also be posted on BART’s 
website. 


Q Provide safe access and circulation routes for vehicles, bicycles, and 
pedestrians during construction at the Fremont BART Station. 


Q Provide parking replacement where construction results in temporary 
displacement of parking in Fremont Central Park. 


Q Coordinate, to the extent feasible, with the city’s grade separations 
project to reduce traffic disruption. 


To reduce to the greatest extent possible the total duration of construction 
where the BART alignment crosses Paseo Padre Parkway and the 
corresponding potential for traffic disruption, elements of the BART 
bridge structure should be constructed at the same time as the city’s grade 
separations project. 


Monitoring: 


1. 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and 
contracts, and other plans and specifications include requirement that the 
contractor develop and implement a construction phasing and traffic 
management plan, as described above. 


BART staff will ensure coordination with the City of Fremont to develop 
and implement the construction phasing and traffic management plan. 


BART staff will ensure consultation with the City of Fremont to 
coordinate with the grade separation project. 


Monitor will verify implementation in the field. 
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Mitigation Measure TRN-Cumel10 — Adjust the construction traffic management 
plan described above in Mitigation Measure TRN25. 


If construction of the Proposed Project and SVRTC overlap, the construction traffic 
management plan identified in Mitigation Measure TRN25 will be adjusted to 
account for the SVRTC construction schedule. BART will ensure that the plan as 
adjusted satisfies the goals identified in Mitigation Measure TRN25. 


Monitoring: 


1. BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and contracts, 
and other plans and specifications, include requirements to adjust the construction 
traffic management plan, as described above. 


2. BART staff will ensure coordination with the City of Fremont. 


Noise and Vibration 


Impact N4. Exposure of noise-sensitive land uses to construction noise. (2003 SEIR.) 


Mitigation Measure N4(a): Employ noise-reducing construction practices. 


1. The construction contractor will employ noise-reducing construction 
practices such that construction noise does not exceed the limits specified 
in Table 3.10-5 at occupied land uses. Measures to be employed may 
include but are not limited to the following. 


Q 


Q 


Avoid nighttime construction in residential areas. 


Use equipment with enclosed engines and/or high performance 
mufflers. 


Locate stationary equipment as far as possible from noise-sensitive 
uses. 


Construct noise barriers, such as temporary walls or piles of 
excavated material between noise activities and noise sensitive uses. 


Re-route construction-related traffic along roads that will result in the 
least amount of disturbance to residences. 


Where pile driving is planned within 1,200 feet of residences, or 
within 650 feet of hotels or in-use outdoor recreation areas, use cast- 
in-drilled-hole (CIDH) piles, pre-drilled piles, soil-mix wall 
technology, shielded pile drivers, vibratory pile drivers. (Shielded 
pile drivers or vibratory pile drivers can be used only where 
geotechnical conditions allow.) 


Mitigation Measure N4(b): Disseminate essential information to residences and 
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implement a complaint response/tracking program. 


1. 


BART will notify residences within 500 feet of a construction area of the 
construction schedule in writing, prior to construction. BART and the 
construction contractor will designate a noise-disturbance coordinator 
who will be responsible for responding to complaints regarding 
construction noise. The coordinator will determine the cause of the 
complaint and will ensure that reasonable measures are implemented to 
correct the problem. A contact telephone number for the noise 
disturbance coordinator will be conspicuously posted on construction site 
fences and will be included in the written notification of the construction 
schedule sent to nearby residents. 


Monitoring: 


i, 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and 
contracts, and other plans and specifications include requirements to use 
noise-reducing construction practices, as described above. 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and 
contracts, and other plans and specifications include requirements for the 
use of noise barriers or alternative technologies to pile-driving that 
produce less noise, as listed above, as necessary to meet BART’s 
construction noise thresholds in the vicinity of sensitive receptors. 


Monitor will verify in the field that noise-reduction measures, such as 
temporary noise barriers, are used to reduce noise, that sound barriers or 
alternative technologies that produce less noise are provided during 
construction as necessary to reduce noise near sensitive receptors, and 
that BART’s construction noise criteria are met. 


BART staff will ensure that a noise coordinator is named and that 
residents within 500 feet of a construction area are notified, and Monitor 
will verify that noise coordinator is responding to complaints. 


Impact N5. Exposure of vibration-sensitive land uses to construction vibration. (2003 SEIR.) 


Mitigation Measure N5: Employ vibration-reducing construction practices. 


ilk 


The construction contractor will employ vibration-reducing construction 
practices such that construction vibration does not exceed 80 VdB (more 
than | hour per day), 90 VdB (less than | hour per day), or 100 VdB (less 
than 10 minutes per day), or the peak particle velocity damage threshold 
of 0.20 inches per second for fragile buildings or structures. The Horner 
House at 3101 Driscoll Road is the only historic structure in close 
proximity to the project area that is potentially in the fragile category. 
Measures to be employed may include but are not limited to the 
following. 
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Locate vibration-generating equipment as far as possible from 
vibration-sensitive land uses. 


Avoid simultaneous operation of multiple pieces of vibration- 
generating equipment. 


Avoid nighttime construction in residential areas. 


Avoid construction processes that generate high vibration levels (for 
example vibration from pile driving can be reduced or eliminated by 
using pre-drilled holes or using pushed piles). 


Avoid the use of vibratory rollers near vibration-sensitive uses. 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and 
contracts, and other plans and specifications include requirements for the 
contractor to use vibration-reducing construction methods, as described 
above. 


QO 

a 

QO 

oO 

Q 

Monitoring: 

1. 
2, 


Air Quality 


Monitor will verify that vibration-reducing methods are used in the field 
and ground-borne vibration monitoring of vibration-intensive activities is 
consistent with the standards described above. 


Impact AIR6. Temporary increase in construction-related emissions during grading and 
construction activities. (2003 SEIR.) 


Impact AIR12. Temporary increase in construction-related emissions during grading and 
construction activities related to the optional Irvington Station. (2003 SEIR.) 


Mitigation Measure AIR6: Implement dust and vehicle emissions control measures. 


I: 


BART will implement or require the contractor to implement the 
following basic measures to control dust emissions during construction. 


Q 


Water all active construction areas at least twice daily, or more as 
required to control dust. 


Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials, or 
require all trucks to maintain at least 2 feet of freeboard. 


Pave, apply water daily to, or apply (nontoxic) soil stabilizers on all 
unpaved access roads, parking areas, and staging areas at construction 
sites. 


Sweep (with water sweepers) all paved access roads, parking areas, 
and staging areas at construction sites, as needed. 
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Energy 


Section 2. Project Mitigation Measures 


Sweep streets (with water sweepers) if soil is visible on adjacent 
public streets, as needed. 


Hydroseed or apply (nontoxic) soil stabilizers to inactive construction 
areas (previously graded areas that will be inactive for 10 days or 
more). 


Enclose, cover, water twice daily, or apply (nontoxic) soil binders to 
exposed stockpiles (dirt and sand). 


Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour (mph). 


Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt 
runoff to public roadways, as needed. 


Reduce idling of internal combustion engines to an absolute minimum 
to the greatest extent feasible. 


Maintain construction equipment properly and tune engines to 
minimize exhaust emissions. 


BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and 
contracts, and other plans and specifications incorporate the above 
requirements and require that the contractor use applicable Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District (BAAQMD) BMPs for construction 
activities to minimize air emissions, as described above. 


Monitor will verify in the field that the BART contractor is implementing 
BMPs to minimize air emission according to the plans and specifications. 


Impact E4. Effects of Project construction on the consumption of nonrenewable energy resources. 


(2003 SEIR.) 


Impact E8. Effects of Project construction on the consumption of nonrenewable energy resources. 


(2003 SEIR.) 


Mitigation Measure E4: Develop and implement construction energy conservation 


plan. 


1. 


BART will require the contractors to adopt construction energy 
conservation measures including, but not limited to, those listed below. 


Q Use energy-efficient equipment and incorporate energy-saving 


techniques in the construction of the Project. 


Q Avoid unnecessary idling of construction equipment. 


BART Warm Springs Extension 


June 2003 


Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 9-64 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District As Adopted by the BART Board on June 26, 2003 


Section 2. Project Mitigation Measures 


Q Consolidate material delivery as much as possible to ensure efficient 
vehicle utilization. 


Q Schedule delivery of materials during non-rush hours to maximize 
vehicle fuel efficiency. 


Q Encourage construction workers to carpool. 


Q Maintain equipment and machinery, especially those using gasoline 
and diesel, in good working condition. 


Monitoring: 


1. BART staff will ensure and Monitor will verify that bid documents and 
contracts, and other plans and specifications require the contractor to 
develop and implement construction energy conservation measures, as 
described above. 


2. Monitor will verify in the field that the contractor is implementing the 
construction energy conservation measures according to the plans and 
specifications. 
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Species Lists for the Proposed Project Area 


United States Department of the Interior 


FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
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Mir. Brieek YW iniiedie 

Jones and Siokes 

268 Grand Avenue 

Oakland, Califonia 94610-4724 


Subject: Species 1.int fat BART Warm Springs Extension Propece (W803, Fictnernt 
cemal devengtgn, Alameda County, California 


[ear har. W teeter: 


We are sending ihe enetosed lishin response io your June 7, 2002. request tor iateurcasariagy cbreaue 
undanpered and threatened specics (Linclosure AY The list covers the folowing LIS. Giealogicul 
Survey 74) mine quad or quads: ilpitas and Niles Quits 


Please reac) Saupe deferral fda Peer Species Gist tenclosed)  Womeplaiirs Ree we: pads 
Uhe list ainck dieseethes your responsihilidies ander the bndanpercd Specs Acl. Pltass vortlace 
Tracy Davis af DG) 24-0605. 1 you bave any qaestions alyeut tle aleuchucd bist op yaettr 
rusponskh hes winder ihe Endangecrcd Species Act For the fastest respons bo specacs Ll 
requests. address them toh: ancntion of Species Lists at this addresses. Yur iy Chet ceuglies?s 10 
4bd-O7ES oF FEE OPE. Vou in alse ennai Moco i hay Teer ees pce, 


ATicerehy, 


wy 4 4 Pay ted 7 
tne 


so 


Jan. Eenight 
(hick, Lindangercd Species Division 


Enclosucs 


Important Information 
About Your Species List 


How We Make Species Lists 


We store iifonmation whout entangercd and threatened species fists by 11.8, Geologieal Survey 744 
mingic giants. The United States is divided inte these quads, which are abet (he size of San Francisco. 
i you tequested yale List bey quad pane or number, that is what we wed. Chhenwisc, we used che 
InformnAljon YOu sent us co determine which quad on quads tu: use, 


Animals 


The animals on your specres list are ones dhal occur widhin, or aruy de affected by prarcers within, the 
quads covered y the list, Fish anc other aquatic species appeur an your list if they ate ine the same 
watershed as your quad or if water use in your quad might affect them. Anopibians walk be cue dhe Vist 
fora quad oT county th pesticides applied in that area may be caried wo their kalidad by air currents. 
Hinds are shown ceyardless of whether they ace residsae ar reipratety. Relevant bids on ibe conmty bist 
should be consibered meeanlless of whether they appein on aaypuad ligt, 


Piants 


Any plus oo your list are ones that have actually sere ooser ved in the quad or quads crveacd by the 
list. We have alsa included citer acounty species list ora Hist of species in neachy quads We: 
Jecotnaiend that you cheek your progect area far bese plants Pleuts may exalt an aren wielout ever 
Viakioagt Unestere chsmesictesed dbeere: 


Surveying 


SOc OP The species an yoeur Lisl cay not he affected by your peageed. A traded bialapist cn botanist. 
lamiliac wilt the habitat coquirenients oF ihe species on your list, should determine whesher they or 
hahutats suitably: foc thers nay be affected by your project. We recommend that your survews include 
any proposed and candidate species on your fist. For plant surveys, we recommend using the enclosed 
Guidelites for Conducting aid Reporting Butanical feventaries for Federally Livted Proposed and 


Candee Apecies, The results af yaur surveys should be published ia any environmental documents 
pré paced Gar youT proyecd, 


State-Listed Species 


Ifa species has been listed a threnened of endangerce by the Sate of California, ut not ly us nur by 
the Mational Masine Fisheries Service, it will appear on your list as a Species of Concern. However 
you should contact the Califordia Depurtncar af Fish ented Game por offical Wifernetion ahant sepe 
dpecres Clk (S16) Vad 24y 9 eer wee Marketing Manager, Cahfernia Crepariment of Fish ancl Game, 
Naturak Diversity [ata Base, 1416 Santh Streel, Sacramento, Califiarnia Yh$ |. 


Your Responsibili¢ics Under the Endanyered Species Act 


ALL plants and animals identified ai devtedon Enctosar A are Fully protected andes the Endanyercs! 
Species Act of 173. as amended. Secuion 9 of ibe Act and i159 implementing regulations prohibit the 
take of a federally listed wildlife species. Take is defined hy the Actas “to harass, Tact, pursue, bunt, 
shook, wound, kill, (rap, capture, or collect" any such anunal, Take may include alenifieairt lalrisar 
niedification of degradation where it actually kills or injures wildlife by sienificantly inpaicicne 
essential behavioral pattern, inchoding breeding, feedinp, ar sheiter (30-CFE $17.3}. 


Take incidental to an othervise lawful activiny may be authoneed by one of reo procedures: 


[Fa Federal agency is involved with the permidting, funding, or carrying out ofa project that 
may reseltan lake, then that agency ust engage in a fora! Consulate veith the Service, 
Buiing formal consultation, the Federal agency, the applicant and the Service work topether 
to awit oe einienive: the iapact on bisted apceics and dhe habitat, Such cossubtatcen wold 
rusubl ia a diate! oyinion by the Service addressing the andicipated effect of the propect 
on ised anal prapassed species. We opine icy alicia Jeenided level af incidegial take. 


[Pin Federal agency as involved with die progecl, wid Federally isle specdes may be taken 
as RU he propeet, then you, the applicant, should apply for an dacidenda! feke gern “Ube 
SEPvIce Wy Issue such a peond) if yo subnuita satiedtactury conservation plan For th 
species that would be athectedl by your project. Should your survey deiermine tan ledezally 
listed or proposed species otéur in lhe area and are Ghely to be affected by the project, we 
recantmnencL that vou sserk with this oflice and the California Txepartiaent af Fish aul diguere 
Wedewolop a plan What rininiees the praject's direct and imdicest emypnaets bo dusted species 
Aral compensates for praqecs-relaled Joss at tabital. You showed tychude thie. plan in any 
cHViFonmiehtal dicuients yeu file 


f{rilteal Wabitue 


Wehinn acies 15 listed as crdangered ar threatened, arcas oF habitat conslcred csseniall iis 
conservation nity tar designated as co friged ferbitar These areas may require special manage rsent 
cOmSMc rs ar protechen They prewids oecdhal space bor growth ard notmal bebeawiar; bagel, water, 
ait, lh, aelner muledional or physidlogical requarements, caver or shelter; and shies ber breeding. 
reproduc lca, reawing otal spring, germination oe seed dispersal, 


ABOU ceatcad hahital may be destenated Gar poreate or Stare Laws, aclivilies an these lands are net 
TEST moless there 1s Poder) insubeersenc in thie acbeeilies aac dinesca Beirng to lished weil dtife. 


lfany species lias proposal or designated craical hanital within a quad, there will be a separute Line tor 
Uhas On the spccies hist. Maps and boundary desernptions of Ui critica) habitat guy be food in che 


federal Aeptster. The information ts alice reprinded in the (ude of Fearral Repideteaes (ol CB 
17.934 


Candidate Species 


We recooumend thal you address tmpacts to candidate species. We put plants and anemtuls on our 
candidate hat when we have enough sciemtific information to cventuadly propose theo dor listing as 
thrvateist oc endangered. Hy considering these species carly in your Planning process you nin be 
able to averd the problems thal coull develop if one of these candidates wag listed before the end of 
VOkar ]IPURRMCL. 


Pour List may contain a scetion called Species af Concern. This term includes former categarp 3 
condidote apecees and other plants and animals of concern to the Service and other Federal, State and 


PHVA Conservahgn agencies and arpanizations, Sone of these species may become candidate species 
tu the Cutucc. 


Wetlands 


Ifyour project will impact wetlands, riparian habitat, or other jurisdictional waters as defined hy 
secrinn 404 of the Clean Water Act and/or section 10 of the Rivers and Flarbors Act, vou will need to 
abiain a pernud from ihe WS Army Come of Engineers. Empacts ty wethand babitats require site 
apectiic mitipation and moniturigg. For questions regarding wellands, please conlact Mark Lidlefield 
OP thas bbe ab (ond 414-6320, 


LU palates 


Quralatabase 15 constuitly updated as spevies ane proposed, listed and delisted. Wf yon addcess 
proposed, candidate and special concerto species in your plarining, his should nel be a problan. We 
alsi Continually strive tommake cur intounilion as accurate as possible. Sometimes we learn (hata 
peiticntar spe ies has a ditherent range than we thought. This should aat be a problem aE you consider 
the spccies on the couiiy or a cunmlng-quad lists that we have crclosed. TE ayour ave ct bomen 
Pgjew or ab your project as delayed, piease feel flee to cont us shout getting a current list. You can 
alse dind aul the curren! status ofa species by going tu the Service's Internet pape: eww fs, cry 


CUULLACLINES FOR OOSIDUCTING: AND REPORTING BOTARNTEAL INVENTORIES, 
POR TEDERALEY LISTER, PROPOSED AMD CAMMIDATL PLANTS 
(Septenmzer 24, LH} 


These guideliacs describe protacols for condectiag latanical inventories far decerally listed, proposes 
and candidat: plants, and descrhe mininquin stedards fer reporting results. The Service will use, in 
pan, the infermaion outtined below in determining whether the project under censidevation may 


athent any listed. proposed or candidate plants, and in determining the direct, indirect, aid cumutative 
e EEeacts. 


Fekd inveniones shoul be conducted ina manner that will toeate listed, prepescd, ov candidate 
specks (target species) that may be present. The cutire project area Tequires a botanical inventory, 
execpt developed agricultural lands Whe tele investigatorés) should: 


J, Cnadlitet ioventories at the appropriate times of year when tarpon species arc present and idenifi- 
able. Invscaterics will inchade ali potemtat bahivets Multiple site visits during a Field season may 
be necessary lo male observations during the appropriate phenological sage of all Larpel npecies, 

+. Itavailable, use a reyvonalor local redirence population ww obtain a visual image ef the larpet 
species and asspcited habilatis). Yaccess tn reference populations 1 net available, investigatars 
Shoubd study spec pnw deen local hecbarin. 

$. 0 Lagtesery species observed and compile a comprehensive list of vascular plants Gor the eneiee 
propeud site. Vascular plans need lo be identificd to atiuxunemic level whicte allows TATICY to be 
dederinined. 


4. Repartresults of botanical fet anecenteries that inetd: 


a. Udescoption ef thy bivlevicul seting, including plant community. fajropraphy, soils, potential 
balilal of talpet spectes, und an vallataon of cuvironmenial conuitions, such as timing or 
quantity of vain fall, which aay influcnee the performance and expression of target species 


b. amaypref project location showing, seale, orientation, pripect haundaries, parcel size, and 
Trap cyuudranede [ares 


e. suireey dates au survey melhodo)opy tics 


fa rederence population is availahle, provide a wiitten narrative deseribinp lhe lareet species 
reference population(s) used, and date(s) when observations were oaue 


a etmprchensive list ofall vascular plants occur, on the propeet site for each habitar ype 
I. CuTTen ariel Nistor Janul uses oF the habits) and deptee af site aleraten 


#.  PUCsEnce wf largtel species OtP-site an adjacent parcels, if known 


ts. 


~1 


h. an assessment of the biological stpnifecance ar ecological quality of the project site in a dncal 
and regional coutexe 


IT target species is{ace) found, report results that ackhibernally include: 


a.  amap showing federally listed, proposed and candidate species distwibwtion as lhey relate fo 
(he proposed propece 


b. iP tan get species ts (are) asscciated with wellankls, a desedption of the direction and integrity 


of flow of surface hydrolopy. If tarpel species is Care} affected by adjacem aff-site hydrotog- 
ted wifluences, desctibr these fictars 


ec. Whe lapel species phenology and microhabitat, an estimate of the nunrber of individuals of 
euch tare. species per wilt areas mdeily areas of Ingh, medium and low density of tacpet 
SPECLes OvGE the propect sile, anal provide acres of aecupied habital of arzet species. 
Investipators could provide color slides, plhotus uc color copies of plates of target spectes or 
represcntalwe habits te support intanmalion of descriptions cautaiied in reports. 


Che degree of inpact(s), af any. of the proposud project as 1 relates to the potential unecew 
pote habilet of target hibit. 


Bgcumen! findings &f laced species by completing California Native Species Fiell Survey Farts} 
and submit fierm{s) 10 the Matural Diversthy Data Base. Tocumentation of determinations andor 
voucher specimens way be useful i cases oC taxenomic ambiguities, habitat da range extensians. 


Kupart as an addendum Lo the oripinal survey, any change in abundance aul datribution of target 
plants a suebscguecnt years. Preqect sues wah inventories older than thnee years Prom the corer 
date of praject proposal satinisstcn well bkely pecd udditionad survey. Investigators need te 
agess whulber ae dell tional surveys) is dare p eed end 


Adverse: conditions inay prevent investipator(s} from determining presence or idenutyine, some 
Fargct species im putential habitat(s} of taract species. Disease, draupia, predation, or herbivery 
may prechucde the presence on identification of vacpet species in any year. An additional botanical 
INVETLLOry (Pes) an SUDSCQ UO yeas) may he required if adverse conditnens occur ina pacercteal 
habtaits). Envestigators) may need te discuss such conditions, 


Cnuidance than Cakitarnia )tepartment of Fish and Game (CIRC) regarding plant and plant 
COLE LLy surveys can be Pound in dimidelines tor Assessing the Eliiects af Propesed Develop. 
ments oo Rare aed Endaogcred Plants and Plant Gommunities, (984, Please conmaer dhe COG 


Repwtnal Office bor questions reparding the CDFG evidclines and for assistance in dewrmining 
any appdicable State. repulutney reequireenents, 


ENCLOSURE A 
Endangercd and Threatened Species lhat May Cocur in or be Affected hy 
PROVECTS IM AL AMCLA GOWN Py 
Reference |i Mo 1-1-002- St 18S 
June 1, 2002 


Listed Specits 


iMammals 
Sali marsh harvest oouse, Rothreadornomys reyes (E} 
Shin Joaquin kat fax, Volpe macros mutica (E} 
iipanan (San Joaquin Valley) woodral, Weanowd fwacines qpaans [Ty 7 


fiparian brush rabhrel, Sphwiague bait goons {E4 * 
Birds 


Calitarnin Biren gehen, Futian ccnrhals cutgeses (iL 
Cukor dapper pail, Aellos domqrostis obsatuios [IE] 
Colharnia tusst been, Sterna aotiMarnuin f=alivies Goer (F] 


bald eagk:, Havigeseios dewaceoats 47] 
Repiics 


Alameda whinsnake, Masia dilerils eanilias (7 


Cine Ecibapak, Aube wha Ataris GaP ness es ere ea Cea ea (hi 


Pues 


Caltora red legged [rog, Race avnoot dovytatie (17 
Fin 


bederwaler goby, Eure vclogohws debe [E} 

Enliialbahita), wuinier-rin Cenk Saini, CAnGrryacis isfyisgid CER MRAP YS 
jor un cChincok salmon, Oaconhpachus fhanyischia (EE; AMPS 

coho Salmon - central (14 coast Griogyaiohes kepeich (Ty BRAGS 

Cental Cation © pastel seelbead Oneortipnotues lpeiss (Ty AMES 

Crilical habitat, Central Galitoend coakial steelhead, Chaconne aghiss (Th TMF S 
Critica! habitat, Geuieal Vuthey steelhead, Gaveovtiyectis miyess C1) NAS 

Central Valley spring-cun chiagok Salmon, aconnynichus sheawyprsena 4h AAAS 


Crilkcal dabat, Central Valley spring-run chincok, Onconiyrictus tufawytecha (Fp MPS 
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Sacrament suliial, Pogoncithys macrateniohes (7) 


delta srl, Fyyaoniesots franspacicus (1) * 


Invertebrates 
anghorns lary shomp, Branctaecs Janginienna (BE) 
wer nal pooliadpole shrinp, Lowiduros packarot {E) 
callippe silvergpot bullerfly, Spayena aaliipee catipar (L} 
vernal poal fay shrimp, Aranchineeta iach 41) 


bay chockerspot buttery, Eupnpdryas cia bayensis (7) 
Plants 


lurge-flowered fiddlencck, Anenickia granditarne tPF) 
Presidio clarke, Claka franciscana (04 
poinale- broched bird's -leak, Cortpletivs coimatus Fy 
CoA Coie goldfields, Fasiheas cenmgens {E} 
pala manzaniia t Abiersdaor Qakland Hits manrani), arcloudagiyios malig (04 
robust Sinctawir, Chroviracthe rbusha eas ardapeshe th" 
Califo sed bla, Sacre colton fF at 
BKowy Indian clover Tatas satiric (i) * 
Serle Cre RAIL dtutueegin maccariaaa o0y 
Praesent Seccies 
Birds 
Meanie plover, Characins trondenis [PT] 
Cencidfgte Spoctes 
Amphituans 
California tiger sateenander, Ambystarta echtperiecscnca ally 
Fish 
Cenrat Valley fallenie fal-run chon Saltau, acu tyachius lhaupisena Cl) NMFS 


Conibioal Woblit, Genirat Valley Gite lall-ran chamock, Cverauelyyerc tis Inna eisena HD) ANS 
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Species of Concern 


Marna. 
Pacitic weslorn big-eared tal, Gocanotiinws [- Pecos] hwosgendi poanseadir (St) 
Qioaler western mastift-beat, Famaps nerous cauloreicus (SC) 
Emall-footed anyohs bat, Mipcte clfaleteoa (5) 
long-eared myats bat Wfyohs evois (5) 
fringed myols bul, Myots thysarodes (50) 
Ienicp-liggud myols bal Myons eolads (S} 
Yurna myo Dal, Mypoans yuerdauerdsas LE] 
Sun Francisco cusky-focied woodrat, Metres lusens aneectengs (Sy 
Zan Joaquin packet mouse, Porckradius inortatus [E40) 
Alanveiia lakied rial, Scapanus fatitadeus pans (SO) 
SAT rece igre) shrew, Sorew vagrans taleashes (Ely 


Bikey Kangaooo fat, Gupadoaips Messin feweedepenses CEG)" 
Flareds, 


UL wiki Tycatcher, Gaenedivris frantip eesti GE] 
Black rail, f aferditus danuserisis colenmelas (Cl 

Dak fawieline Aah Puna [TAA 

Ar hien Canada goose, Arava céredderies dug ELF] 
AMencan nereying talood, Falco pereagaaus anatum (fh 
Snowy Leretl, greta fede thes] 

Licolored Blackbird, Anitanes froutor (S04 

GI45ShOp pO Spar, ATAms Fobauariie [SI] 
Gols sage sparc, Aimprnspza bet belie (510) 
short-eared tall, Ane fuarimeus (SG) 

WESLEA Durrawing cmt “Unease cierto depp Atl 
American billern, Botaorcs denigurosiss [SC] 


Ternug ial hawk, Fated regan (004 
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Tosta's humreigtarlt, Catpore costae {SC} 

Laweoces gedtinel, Canduets tawencel {3} 

VWaus's swt, Chachra vaes! (50) 

olvé-seded fycaicher, Contnnus coon (50) 

hema warbler, Deadroca acedaatns (0) 

whibe-lailed [~black shoukicred} ule, lanes feucernvs (57) 
COmmen loun, Gaya immer (SC) 

Saltmarsh Common yEellowdhronl, Geely Ns inchs saves [SC] 
Foggerhead shrike, J ons Ievtoynruios (50) 

Lewis! wel peck, Malaaces fewes (50) 

Alamec.a (ikuulli ay) song sparrow, Malaspina nied pregityh (5) 
Teri -Ealled Curlew, Miao aaenyicdrtys (Ep 

white-Faced ibis, Faegaths cruty (SC) 

Maous Humanist, Seswioros fos {SC} 

Allens hunKnLgbind, Setesehorss sasur (50) 

Cahora tasdest Toa sloma retin (SCI 


Wak Whigs, Gaeniiotas wert CSL] 


Beas patiless 
SIVErY SIS head Aridi patches pultcbra thay] 
reOrliwestenn Bond tude. Garirdys airiarata munrmovata (50) 
SOULTWeSLGNN pond tule, Clammys marmorata padute (st) 
San Joaquen coachwinp {-whipsnake), idasticoohis dagedum raddocke (50) 


Calton Horned lizard, Phrpenseiir coe tree frordale (SC 
Furry stubs 


foothill pelluv logged [roy Pea teayln (C5) 


Wellin spudcloul toad, Sons terenondiy (S04 


F gli 


Green steno, Apo meceasings [Sh 
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ror laniprey. ¢ rsunetrin ener (1304 
Pace laniprey, Larogetro dadontate (50) 


longfin sie, Spenckis thateanttys {SC} 


Invenebrales 
Gyles longhorn math, len qatercia (C0) 
Bridges’ Coasl Mange shuvlderbuedd snail, Heimirtboglypta airkiniena drdgese (80) 
Ricksecker's wale seayunmger belle, Aptrochars vickseckond 1S] 
cored -fant lyqsutus diving beeile, Hygrotus cumames (505) 
Gakigrd lowereha fairy snmp, f widesrsta ascdeetans (S02) 
Tauinant [=Lums} microbiind haces ina, orci tue (SC) 


Van Francisca lacewing) Wealowingsd calvorrmce (82) 


Flaarel's 
San Francisco pocorn, Magiebentineys cutis (Ca 
Sharsrath’s gcvon, Alin sharseitbas CSC} 
AKAN ink wiih, Astragales herngr vie fica Ga] 
henigcabls, Atniuiecs conducive (EAS) 
Tillluaely | ALA Gaara [ERD] 
Gan Jnaquin spitiseah: (saltbush) Aliples waquinara ¢hG4 
Aig plant, Elfegaariorns Pies 6Ap Diente Od] 
RAD Rdarriion lavshe, Citseueer Fantini ger, conor (SO) 
SOuIn Boy clark (-Santa Clara ged nbbons), Chute cocci sep avdamisog (SC) 
hid Gad's-boar, Cantylaotes sah $5 hepsi: [504 
Bia. bra imulton Gomopies, foncausis tiacaianis (504 
livetingie plant, Defaaoriea dace ange CS 
mnCHOT California [yspaal Canyon] lurkspur, Qephinivm cationic $3. ated C0) 
recurved farks pur. Uolo bia: secervainn {oo-) 
Gen Lomund bucshen (= raked buckwheat}, Eragon nate var ccurend Gl) 


Honvers buthunecalery Ererigirt alistadatat were, Aeagecere EST 
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diiinand-peiaied Califiinia poppy. Cachesholens sabe (004 

Lalu Writillary, FritWana falcata {5 

fragrant fruullary {= praivie bell), Fafa heaces (Sh 

Diablo hehanihella (srock-rase), Aeiarnieda cestaaed {507 

Ceangdan’s tanplanl, Hemitorna pany 6sp. compan (SC) 

Ap weston fac, Alosperinon seqnentionn 'SC:) 

(cla tube-pea, Cath yrs jepson ver fensona (SE) 

Mason's lilaeopsis, Liaeaegs tras (SC) 

large lowered (=fower! linvanlhus, Linaattiis grandes (S} 

Hit reaguselal, Moses minimis sp anes (505) 

mesh beauinul Cuocommon) jewallgver, Stryatirvirus otis ssp. poranocones (5G) 
wWaler sack {<faling) Chaves, Unvfofins depauperdim var. feychronhitin (SC) 

bent lowered bedicnanck, Arsincka tunarns (SLIZ 

big-ncete (-Galdoini) balsamrocl, Galzanaaniza macetepis war paere ears (SkG} 
chapacial harebell (=belflower) Campanula teugua (BLO) 

Sal Mash owes Cover (Onny-Aip), Gentle arnibigua sap. ainiagaa (SEC) 
lhocwes's crvptaniha, Crypioetie seovcn (SLi 

western Ieathenwoml, Ques accidonafis (S104 

Theron Tuckwheat, Eaogaan concent TSLC} 

Ainkbells , Canliqnd agrestis (SLC) 

Sipentine Bedstraw, Galler otdhowa se gatanse (LCi 

robust mandella {=robust coyote mini), Monaela villoset $$0 globose (SLC) 
Paclic conégrass (-Califorva cuigrass), Soanna folesa (SL) 

San Francsod Boy spinwlower, Chanrantte cusaidata var cagprduke tt) * 
Aghios] [SPO Reyes) band s-leeak, Coro ptucthws revntinnves sso. patustis (EO. * 
Loma Prieta bola, Foufa siraivina {50} 7 

Kekagq's horkela, Horkelia cumeata sso. soacea ISOC, * 


PIOstrate navarrela (=prosttale pincushionplant), Wavanctia prostireta (EG) * 


Reherenoc Fila Alo. 1-1-07-52 qs 


KEY. 


{E] 
(th 
iF?) 
(Pes 


() 
(so) 


ASIC} 


iO} 
Flea] 
bape 45 


Pan t 


adobe sanicle, Sanuuls maniina {E4r) * 


Lenina ewekower Caulaottes davies yur mimoni Sl) * 


Thos (=wlist's) papoom-lower, Fleqbuttinss chariniacus var chorsians (SE) * 


halts allocanya {= popeanitlower), Pagiabothrys giater aoGy 


faperfruded Frapwlocalpunn, Tropideca pum caniaratuet (Sia ** 


Hall's bush mallow. Malacotftarines naw (set fasciatus! (SLC) 


Evidhagor ed 
Teceeforncd 
Proposed 


Crone 
Critical Hatatad 


Candidate 
Speces of 
Carica 


Snemes of 
Local Garg 


Getistesg 
Slaie-Lishad 
PPAF Sacer 
Exit patend 
Extinct 

Crifical Qathiar 


Listed {i lhe Feder Register) 95 being in danger of estrella, 
Listed os koh 
Officially pre 


Ecome endangered wali the foreseeable butiere. 
sid fin the Federal Regelery bor beting as endanycied ot tareatened 
Proposed as dn dva Cascniial bo the comserediian of tho epee, 


and ate 1 Terre oo prac sero is 
THher speces of concent to the Sceovice, 


Species al local or reginal concernar cangoiyation signinance 


Delisted Status te be raaniored foro years 

Ligledas threaccnes! or andanacred by the Sale ot Cahors, 

Unwin he [unsdichan of ihe Naligsal Marine Pashenss Sermice, Contact them directly 
Possibly extipabed frie kre Arca 

Possibly oaiiact 


Afgh fosenleal [othe comscaian of a species 


EXCLOSURE A 
Eadangered and Threatened Species thal May Oocur in 
of be Affected by Projects in the Sclected Quads Listed Rew 
Reforeracc taht Me 1-7 -04-SF- 185 
June tO, 2007 
QUAB. A27E MILPITAS 
Listid Species 
Pari eas 
Sall death hares muse, Aeiiodoniomys rereerdvis (Eb 
niparian bresh rabbit, Sytwilagus bach nas [E} * 


Ban Joaquin kid fox, Vulpes macrotis molica teh 
Burd 


bald eagle, Haliacoctus fawcoceghalis {Th 

California clapper rail, Ades knagerosiirs obsatens 16) 

California least dem, Stenna aettiacum (=alierons) bicveant tPF} 
Replies 

Alameda whipsnake, Masons laterals aureaitnes [1 


alent hatilal, Raced whipsreuke, shores fleas surypeantias 17] 
Aripenibians, 


California red-aypges) os, er eed etn Py 
Fash 


della srmek, Oppose anspeicieus [Ty 
Central Gullo Cousial slecliead, Gacorfienches aegkiss tT) AMPS 
Central Valley miesihead, Cogontienciies medics CT) AMPS 
TAL ghrgk salmon, Gecorhpnchos isharrypiscia (E; MMPS 
Central Valley sponig- tun chango® salon, Gacarayrehas Mudeytscid (Th AMPS 
Critical Habitat, Central Valley spfing-rn chinook, Gneareachus tshawplscha (1) MES 
Sacrarreno tplitlail, Gageaichthys macaapidiaes tT] 
Invenebrates 


bay checkerspat hullerly, Cuptydvypas oat beveises: C1] 


Vernal Poot tad pot: Say. Lets poked (6) 
Flanls 


Conia Costa yokiiels, Lasticnia cormyerns CE] 
Candidate Species 
Amphibians 
Cakharnia hger seiginacader, deletions cabtorwerrse 40] 
I= isiFs 


Central Vatley Falllate foll-oun chines, salon, Laucoraynicuus her peschd (0) AMES 
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Gnitical habia, Cental Valley Falllate fall-run ch-noak, Qaeotipochas tshdeplactia (10) HMES 
Species of Concem 
RAareimial: 
Pacific westerns biq-aned bat, Corynearwious {=Flecotos) doansend towasendi (Sts) 
Greater weslen masttf-bal, Evmaos pesos califomicws (SC} 
sitall-footed myotis bat, Afyars cuefabren {503 
lang-eared myctes bat, Adydtis ovetis fC 
fringed myocts bal, lpoirs inysarigges (50) 
koog-legged mydtis bat, Mipotie voters [Sh 
‘Yuma myciis Bat, Myors ymarcesis ¢S2] 
Sor Francisco ducky-inoted woodiral, Wuothna frscipos ganectens {S17] 


salt marsh vagrand shicew, Sorex vagrans haficoaias (SC, 
Birds 


Inaalored Blockbind, Agevais tigator {at.) 

QISshOppPer Spare, Adanadninies sovurrninrort (50) 
Bell's sage apatiow., Arnipiivsiaze bow Gene (St) 
shart-earted awd, Asio faaintees (50) 

westenn borgwony owl, Alirege cuniculana bpnugaca tS 
Fernginius hawk, Guteo regis (502) 

Costa's humminghid, Catto costae fC) 

Liwiiices gordinch, (Cattueing tye 15054 

Waus's saitt, CneGhueu vena (S01 

blask tem, Cains sige (S10) 

Tack Swill, Cyoseloides aeer {aU 

hernml warble: Geriurcica occideniais tO) 

white-tailed (“black showldereds kite, Elanus fevcurus (Sj 
ithe will Fyecalcher, Fmpidonex fradin Grevester (0A) 
AMehGart pumgring faloon, Faloy ge eyes aration (Lp 
salimarsh Cormniien ydlhovshroal, Geadiyys trichas sinugse (SC) 
taggerhead shrike. fines Jenowevaaus (50>) 

Lewis woodpecker Afmlaniyses wes (SCY 

Alameda (South Bay) song sparrow, Motasozg theta posal = CSC) 
long-bilked cure, Worries cmesticarivs C50) 

bank swallow, Fagarat apa OA 

FIfCus hummingbird, Satasenorus rufus (SC 

Aliens hurminingoud, Sefasmhores sage (04 


Risin Fa Ao, 1-1-Ct- GP 1S 


Facelli s 
silvery legless lizard, AlvvAd puke pact GE] 
nonhweren pond turtle, Giggs miiiorata rariicata {SC} 
SOUIA ET pod tuelle Crenvnys danniarata pala (th 
Calicinia honed lizard, Areynasome corunaionn frodate [SC} 
Amphibians 
Tomtnll yeow-legged rag, Rata tapin [Sp 
wieder spudchoo toad, Spea han|ande (5) 
isl 
lenghn src, Spevivctws thaleieniaps (SC) 
Try dec akteg. 
Qploss longhon malh, Adela aplerciia (001 
Ricksechers wale? dcaecnges beetle, Hydtachara rickseceen (SC) 
Plants 
alkal rrulk welch, Astegnes fen var fener (Sy 
San JQtquin spearscale (saltbush, Almas jocrgunitnacay CSC 
Saltash tals Slseér Cpobrry-rips, Cristie aribigquy; Sap aemtacend €Ly 
AACE [-Pool Reyes) Ord's-benk, Cardyiaotis alin sae patusiis tS) 7 
Tivaver's button-celery, Popa weistueutlie vor, Moe £5) 
Coangden's larplant, Pusacord: parry say oangdonn (i) 
irsuale bush onto, Wales hates crdcedies (= fuscia Sb 
PST Bde dnl pclae ate petighe Cy" 
ST ade MILE: is 
Lestesy Syecuay 
Palcarr@ Tiga. 
Upanian [San Joaquin Valery) wedi, Nootmue tuscpes iipatia (E) * 
BMD radish haeslimouse, Redhianiiotaites seynentes thy 
nparian Brush rabbit, Setiguea bachman spares fE) * 
Sue Foequin kil fox, Vuln aad tice Ce 
Bros 
bald cagic, Holegetus Inucuceutiatos (14 
Chie asl ern, Shen allan fo atlutraes) uno E) 
Replies: 
Alameda whipsnake Mostoogtve daterais wagers 474 
Culical habia, Alameda whip sod Masticoubis tuferacs eures anes (EY 


Sea T pal: LizwIT 
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Gahlonia fed-tegged frog, Gara aurora draytorna = {T} 
Fish 


delta seh. fiypiinsos fasspuciicus ¢{T] 
Central California Coasial steclrecd, Gacorhyichys mykiss (07 AMES 
Cental Valley sieclhoad, Cecatipachos mykiss ([T) NMFS 
WiTET-TUN Changok Rainn, Orioorhyactis fshoaweytscita {£) MMPS 
Sacramonts soldtail, Pogonichitys macrvepidaws {T} 
Invenabraless 
¥Grnal pkal fairy shomp, Sranchivacta dynedi ([T) 
bay checkers pol burterthy, Eegvayoyes vote Beyer (TT) 
yerndl pool tadpole shimp, J aoidunrs packara [E} 
Candidate Spaces 
AMPHiBiansy 
ahha ler salamander, “imbystned calfonnense tC) 
Fish 
Ceanica Vaiy facWiate fall-rin chinaok salnna, Oroartpnones Istowyischo tl) NRE 5 
Species of Concern 
Baa mirmats. 
Pacilig weehern bey-cared bat Coryeorhincs (- Plecotus)] soeengenché toansendif 30) } 
QPL WESTErn Csi bul, daeeuges pero cdiferreices ol] 
fMall Fool snyetes bat Myotis ciate (SC) 
lnng-eared niyote lal, Myotis evens [SC] 
Frags ed rinpeales ba! yas ives CEC} 
long legged myois bat Apart volans (SC) 
Furia myols bal, fefyoris werrrrieriges (Sh 
an Trancrsso dussy-noled wooed, Wentoma fiscipes aanectons (St) 
Hurd 
ricnlored Dlackbad, Agratews tower (Sih 
((asshopper apattow, “uunidcrawrus savancarom [SCS 
Fells sage sparrow, Ampttsged da belt ft} 
shon-eared owl Aun flames (54 
?WwESLEEN Durtcaviie owl Adnene Cunmcelana dypugera {SC} 
heer aus hawk, Ate seyals ¢5C) 
Costa's hiring id, Canin costae tS) 
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Appendix C-3 
Results of Surveys Conducted for 
Special-Status Birds and Nesting Raptors 


Ga 


Jones & Stokes 


Memorandum 


Date June 25, 2002 
To Debra Jones, Project Manager 
From William Widdowson and Brook Vinnedge, Wildlife Biologists 


Subject Special Status Wildlife (Birds) Survey Report for the BART Warm 
Springs Extension (WSX), Fremont, CA, June 10, 2002 


Summary 


On 10 June 2002, Jones & Stokes biologists William Widdowson and Brook Vinnedge 
conducted surveys for special-status bird species within the BART Warm Springs Extension 
(WSX) project area. This survey focussed on special-status bird species with potential to occur 
in the project area. Biologists surveyed for the following species: Northern Harrier (Circus 
cyaneus), White-tailed Kite (Elanus caeruleus), Cooper’s Hawk (Accipiter cooperii), Long- 
billed Curlew (Numenius americanus), Bank Swallow (Riparia riparia), Tricolored Blackbird 
(Agelaius tricolor), and nesting raptors. In total, 48 bird species were detected (Table 1). Of 
these special-status species, biologists detected one Tricolored Blackbird and an abandoned 
Northern Harrier nest. No nesting raptors were detected in the project corridor during the 
survey, but suitable habitat exists for nesting raptors. It is recommended that if construction 
activities are scheduled to take place during the nesting season (February 1—August1), a pre- 
construction survey be conducted prior to removal of any trees suitable for nesting raptors. 


Methods 


On June 10, 2002, an informal bird survey was conducted along the proposed route for the WSX 
project, to assess the potential for the target species to occur within the area. Biologists began 
the survey at the Fremont BART station and moved south to the proposed Warm Springs Station 
parcel. Within this corridor, all suitable habitat for the target species was surveyed and assessed 
for potential to support special status species. All bird species heard or seen were noted. Survey 
of the area began at 10:20 a.m., concluding at 13:16 p.m. Pacific Daylight (PDT). Weather 
conditions were excellent: 5% cloud cover; temperature range 78 to 81 degrees Fahrenheit; wind 
1 (Beaufort Scale); no precipitation. Results of the survey are summarized from north to south. 
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Results 


A remnant raptor nest was observed in a large clump of eucalyptus trees located approximately 
400-feet east of Tule Pond. The trees are approximately 150 feet tall and are located in a 
corridor of non-native annual grassland habitat approximately 150 feet wide. This corridor 
separates two housing developments and connects Walnut Ave with Stevenson Boulevard. The 
trees and surrounding habitat provide suitable nesting and foraging habitat for special status 
raptors such as White-tailed Kite and Northern Harrier. 


A single adult male Tricolored Blackbird was detected during the survey. This individual was 
observed mingling with a flock of Red-winged Blackbirds (Agelaius phoeniceus) at the north 
end of New Marsh, adjacent to and northof Lake Elizabeth. The GPS coordinates were noted 
(TRBL 1 - N 37° 33.121, W 121° 57.556). 


One Red-tailed Hawk (Buteo jamaicensis) was observed foraging over the ruderal field located 
adjacent to and north of Paseo Padre Parkway. A pair of American Kestrels (Falco amerincanus) 
was observed in the UP right-of-way approximately 200 feet north of Washington Boulevard. 


Two Barn Owl (Tyto alba) feathers were found in the non-native grassland habitat at the 
proposed Irvington Station parking lot east of Osgood Road. In addition, one Red-shouldered 
Hawk (Buteo striatus) was observed roosting in a large conifer at the western boundary of this 
parcel. 


One inactive Northern Harrier nest was observed in the parcel of land south of Grimmer Road 
and east of the existing UP tracks. The parcel, which is the proposed Warm Springs Station, 
currently contains facilities for model airplane use (a runway) surrounded by 22.5 acres of non- 
native annual grassland. The destroyed nest is located approximately 190 feet east of the UP 
tracks and approximately 600 feet south of Grimmer Boulevard. The nest appeared to be 
flattened from mowing activity earlier in the season. In the nest were 3 intact eggs and some 
eggshell fragments. 
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Table 1. Birds Observed During Survey of Fremont BART Extension, Fremont, CA, June 10, 2002 


Scientific Name 


Common Name 


Podilymbus podiceps 
Phalacrocorax auritus 
Egretta thula 

Butorides striatus 
Nycticorax nycticorax 
Branta canadensis 
Anas platyrhynchos 
Buteo striatus 

Buteo jamaicensis 
Falco sparverius 
Columba livia 

Zenaida macroura 
Sterna forsteri 
Charadrius vociferus 
Calypte anna 

Picoides nuttallii 
Picoides pubescens 
Sayornis nigricans 
Empidonax difficilis 
Empidonax traillii 
Corvus corax 

Pica nuttalli 

Corvus brachyrhynchos 
Aphelocoma californica 
Hirundo rustica 
Tachycineta bicolor 
Stelgidopteryx serripennis 
Petrochelidon pyrrhonota 
Psaltriparus minimus 
Thryomanes bewickii 
Parus inornatus 

Turdus migratorius 
Mimus polyglottos 


Toxostoma redivivum 
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Pied-billed Grebe 
Double-crested Cormorant 
Snowy Egret 

Green Heron 
Black-crowned Night-Heron 
Canada Goose 

Mallard 
Red-shouldered Hawk 
Red-tailed Hawk 
American Kestrel 

Rock Dove (I) 
Mourning Dove 
Forster’s Tern 

Killdeer 

Anna’s Hummingbird 
Nuttall’s Woodpecker 
Downy Woodpecker 
Black Phoebe 
Pacific-slope Flycatcher 
Willow Flycatcher 
Common Raven 
Yellow-billed Magpie 
American Crow 
Western Scrub-Jay 
Barn Swallow 

Tree Swallow 

N. Rough-winged Swallow 
Cliff Swallow 

Bushtit 

Bewick’s Wren 

Oak Titmouse 
American Robin 
Northern Mockingbird 


California Thrasher 


Table 1. Continued 
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Scientific Name 


Common Name 


Sturnus vulgaris 
Geothlypis trichas 
Dendroica petechia 
Pipilo maculatus 


Melospiza melodia 


Euphagus cyanocephalus 


Agelaius tricolor 
Agelaius phoeniceus 
Molothrus ater 

Icterus bullockii 
Carpodacus mexicanus 
Carduelis psaltria 
Carduelis tristis 


Passer domesticus 


Total Number of Species 


(1) = Introduced 


European Starling (1) 
Common Yellowthroat 
Yellow Warbler 
Spotted Towhee 

Song Sparrow 
Brewer’s Blackbird 
Tricolored Blackbird 
Red-winged Blackbird 
Brown-headed Cowbird 
Bullock’s Oriole 
House Finch 

Lesser Goldfinch 
American Goldfinch 
House Sparrow 


48 
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Results of Special-Status Plant Surveys 
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Jones & Stokes 


Memorandum 


Date June 25, 2002 
To Debra Jones, Project Manager 
From Rob Preston 


Subject Special Status Plant Survey Report for the BART Warm Springs 
Extension, Fremont, CA, June 10, 2002 


Introduction 


This report presents the results of Jones & Stokes’s special-status plant survey for the proposed 
San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART) Warm Springs Extension Project 
(WSX). The objective of this survey was to complete a botanical survey to determine whether 
special-status plants or their habitat occurred within the project area and to supplement 
information obtained during previous surveys. The results of this survey will be used to prepare 
the supplemental environmental impact report (SEIR) that was prepared for the project in 1992. 


Project Description and Location 


BART proposes to extend its existing service in Alameda County 5.4 miles to the south, from the 
current end-of-line at the Fremont Station to 2,000 feet north of Mission Boulevard, in the Warm 
Springs District. The project would consist of construction of new track, one or two new 
stations, and ancillary facilities such as traction power, train control and communications 
facilities, and maintenance and storage facilities. Most of the alignment would be at grade in the 
existing railroad alignment formerly operated by the Western Pacific Railroad. However, at the 
northern portion of the alignment, the alignment would be in a subway structure for 
approximately 1 mile under Fremont Central Park. 


Biological Setting 


The biological setting was described in the 1992 EIR prepared for the project (DKS Associates 
1992). The land along the proposed alignment has been converted from its historical condition 
to agricultural, residential, and commercial uses. Much of the vegetation along the alignment 
consists of ornamental plantings, such as grass lawn and landscaping trees. Several vacant lots 
and fallow fields along the alignment are vegetated by non-native grasses and ruderal forbs. 
Mission Creek, which crosses the alignment on the east side of Fremont Central Park, supports a 
mixed riparian forest of willows, Fremont cottonwood, and black walnut. Mixed riparian forest 
is also present at Tule Pond, (a natural depression currently used for flood control) located just 
south of the Fremont BART station. Most of the other streams crossing the alignment have been 
channelized and have concrete-lined bottoms. Small seasonal wetlands are present in the toe- 
drain along the existing railroad alignment. 
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Methods 


Prior to conducting the field work, Jones & Stokes botanists reviewed existing information on 
the potential occurrence of special-status plant species along the alignment, including the 1992 
EIR (DKS Associates 1992), other biological surveys conducted in the project vicinity 
(Environmental Science Associates 1993, Environmental Collaborative 2002), and a search of 
the California Natural Diversity Data Base (2002). Based on this information, we generated a 
list of potentially occurring special-status plant species (Table 1) to assist with planning the field 
survey. 


Jones & Stokes botanists Robert Preston, Ph.D., and Brad Schafer, conducted a 1-day survey of 
the proposed alignment on May 17, 2002. The survey area consisted of an approximately 100- 
foot-wide corridor centered on the proposed alignment. We walked the entire length of the 
proposed alignment and visually inspected the survey area, except for a segment between Lake 
Elizabeth and Paseo Padre Parkway. We recorded all spontaneously occurring plants 
encountered, which we identified to species, except for a few that lacked flowers, fruits, or other 
diagnostic features. 


Results 


Table 2 lists all of the plant species we encountered during the survey. We did not encounter any 
special-status plant species in the project area. The absence of natural vegetation, which is 
reflected in the high percentage of introduced species present (67 of 100 species), indicates that 
the potential for special-status species to occur in the project area is very low. No habitat is 
present for most of the species in Table 1. Of the special-status species known to occur in the 
project area, potential habitat appears to be present for two species. 


Grassland habitat at the proposed Warm Springs Station is potential habitat for Congdon’s 
spikeweed (Hemizonia parryi ssp. congdonii). Congdon’s spikeweed occurs in similar ruderal 
forb-grassland habitat at several locations in the Warm Springs District, including an occurrence 
about 0.4 miles west of the project alignment at Auto Mall Parkway (California Natural 
Diversity Data Base 2002). Although we did not observe any spikeweeds at the proposed station 
site, it may have been too early in the season to detect them. As a reference, we visited the Auto 
Mall Parkway locality and also did not observe any spikeweed plants present. Congdon’s 
spikeweed normally blooms during the autumn, and the best time to survey for the species is 
during September or October. Consequently, we cannot rule out the possibility that Congdon’s 
spikeweed occurs in the project area but was not evident because of its late blooming season. 


A seasonal wetland present along the railroad right-of-way south of Washington Boulevard 
supports species found in vernal pools. This is potential habitat for Hoover’s button-celery 
(Eryngium aristulatum var. hooveri). Hoover’s button-celery is known historically from 
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collections made near Alviso (Sheikh 1978), although no populations are currently known to 
occur in the east San Francisco Bay Area. Because Hoover’s button-celery was not found in the 
project area, we conclude that it is not present and would not be affected by the proposed project. 
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Table 2. List of Plant Species Observed along Proposed Alignment of BART Warm Springs Extension 


Scientific Name 


Common Name 


*Agrostis stolonifera 
Alisma plantago-aquatica 
Ambrosia psilostachya 
*Anagallis arvensis 
*4rundo donax 

Asclepias fascicularis 
*Avena fatua 

Baccharis pilularis 
Baccharis salicifolius 
*Beta vulgaris 

*Bromus catharticus 
*Bromus diandrus 
*Bromus hordeaceus 
*Bromus madritensis ssp. rubens 
*Bromus tectorum 
*Capsella bursa-pastoris 
*Cardaria draba 
*Carduus pycnocephalus 
*Centaurea calcitrapa 
Chamaesyce sp. 
Chenopodium sp. 
*Cirsium vulgare 
*Conium maculatum 
*Convolvulus arvensis 
*Conyza bonariensis 
*Coronopus didymus 
Crassula aquatica 
*Crypsis schoenoides 
Cyperus eragrostis 
Distichlis spicata 
*Dittrichia graveolens 
Eleocharis macrostachys 
Epilobium brachycarpum 
Eremocarpus setigerus 
*Erodium cicutarium 
Eschscholzia californica 
*Eucalyptus camaldulensis 
*Foeniculum vulgare 
Galium aparine 
*Geranium dissectum 
*Gnaphalium luteo-album 
*Hirschfeldia incana 
Hordeum brachyantherum 
*Hordeum murinum ssp. leporinum 
*Hordeum vulgare 
Juglans sp. 
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creeping bent 
water plantain 
western ragweed 
scarlet pimpernel 
giant reed 
narrow-leaf milkweed 
wild oat 

coyote brush 
mulefat 

beet 

rescue grass 

ripgut brome 

soft chess 

red brome 
cheatgrass 
shepherd's-purse 
heart-podded hoary cress 
Italian thistle 
purple star-thistle 
spurge 

goosefoot 

bull thistle 

poison hemlock 
field bindweed 
horseweed 
wartcress 

water pygmy-weed 
swamp timothy 
umbrella sedge 
saltgrass 
stinkweed 
creeping spikerush 
panicled willow-herb 
turkey mullein 
red-stem filaree 
California poppy 
red gum 

sweet fennel 
bedstraw 

cut-leaf geranium 
weedy cudweed 
Mediterranean mustard 
meadow barley 
foxtail barley 
barley 

black walnut 
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Table 2. Continued 


Page 2 of 3 


Scientific Name 


Common Name 


Juncus balticus 

*Lactuca serriola 
Lepidium strictum 

Leymus triticoides 
*Lolium multiflorum 
*Lotus corniculatus 
*Malva nicaensis 
Malvella leprosa 
*Matricaria matricarioides 
*Medicago polymorpha 
*Melilotus alba 
*Myoporum laetum 
*Nasturtium officinale 
*Olea europaea 

*Opuntia sp. 

*Paspalum dilatatum 
*Phalaris minor 
*Phalaris paradoxa 
*Picris echioides 
*Piptatherum mileaceum 
*Plantago lanceolata 
Polygonum amphibium var. emersum 
*Polygonum arenastrum 
*Polypogon monspeliensis 
*Prunus dulcis 

*Raphanus sativus 
*Ricinis communis 
*Rubus discolor 

Rubus ursinus 

*Rumex crispus 

Salix exigua 

Salix laevigata 

Salix lasiolepis 

*Salsola tragus 

Sambucus mexicanus 
*Schinus sp. 
Schoenoplectus acutus var. occidentalis 
Scrophularia californica 
Senecio vulgaris 

*Silybum marianum 
*Sinapis arvensis 
*Sonchus asper 

*Sonchus oleraceus 
Sparganium eurycarpum 
Toxicodendron diversilobum 
*Tragopogon porrifolius 
*Tribulus terrestris 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 


Baltic rush 

prickly lettuce 
wayside peppergrass 
creeping wildrye 
Italian ryegrass 
bird's-foot trefoil 
bull mallow 

alkali mallow 
pineapple weed 
burclover 

white sweetclover 
myoporum 
watercress 

olive 

prickly-pear 
Dallisgrass 
Mediterranean canary grass 
paradox canary grass 
bristly ox-tongue 
smilo grass 

English plantain 
kelp 

common knotweed 
annual rabbit's-foot grass 
almond 

wild radish 
castor-bean 
Himalaya blackberry 
California blackberry 
curly dock 
narrow-leaved willow 
red willow 

arroyo willow 
Russian thistle 

blue elderberry 
pepper tree 
hard-stem bulrush 
California figwort 
common groundsel 
milk-thistle 

field mustard 

prickly sow-thistle 
common sow-thistle 
bur-reed 

poison-oak 

salsify 

puncture vine 
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Table 2. Continued Page 3 of 3 
Scientific Name Common Name 

*Trifolium pratense red clover 

*Triticum aestivum wheat 

Typha angustifolia narrow-leaved cattail 


*Vicia sativa ssp. sativa 
*Vicia villosa ssp. varia 


*Vinca major 


*Xanthium strumarium 


common vetch 
winter vetch 
greater periwinkle 
common cocklebur 


Note: Introduced species are indicated by an asterisk (*). 
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Appendix C-5 
Results of California Red-Legged Frog Surveys 


Results of the California Red-Legged Frog 
(Rana aurora draytonii) Site Assessment and 
Protocol-level Surveys in the Proposed 
BART Warm Springs Extension Project Area 
in the City of Fremont 


Prepared for: 

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART ) 
800 Madison Street - Lake Merritt Station 
Oakland, CA 94604-2688 
Contact: Richard C. Wenzel, Project Director 
510/287-4950 


Submitted to: 
U. S. Army Corps of Engineers 
San Francisco District 


Prepared by: 
Jones and Stokes 
2600 V Street, Suite 100 
Sacramento, CA 95818 
Contact: Brian Zettle 
916/503-6681 


June 2002 


Introduction 


The California red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii) (CRLF) has the potential to occur 
in the regional area of the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) Warm Springs 
Extension (WSX) Project in Fremont, California. BART requested that Jones & Stokes 
determine areas of suitable habitat for California red-legged frog within the project area and, if 
recommended by U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), conduct protocol-level surveys to 
determine the presence or absence of the species. 


Jones & Stokes biologist Jeff Wingfield conducted an initial site assessment of the 
project area on May 14 and 15, 2002. During this assessment, Mr. Wingfield identified potential 
habitat for CRLF within the 5.4-mile project corridor. Following this initial site assessment 
USFWS biologist Don Hankins was contacted to discuss both the proposed project and 
California red-legged frog (Don Hankins pers. comm.). On June 5, 2002, Mr. Hankins 
commented that CRLF have been recorded in urban waterways in the project region, and 
although the open water habitat within the project area is surrounded by urban development, it 
would be impossible to make a determination of presence or absence without BART conducting 
protocol level surveys. 


As a result of this conversation, Jones & Stokes biologist Brian Zettle conducted a 
secondary site assessment for California red-legged frog to determine habitat suitability 
(including the presence of potential breeding habitat and dispersal corridors) within the potential 
habitat areas originally identified by Mr. Wingfield. Based on his assessment, Mr. Zettle and 
Brook Vinnedge then conducted protocol level surveys in areas that Mr. Zettle determined 
suitable for CRLF breeding or dispersal. The following report documents the results of both site 
assessments and the protocol-level surveys. 


Project Location and Background 


The proposed BART WSX Project would be located entirely within the City of Fremont 
in the East Bay region of the San Francisco Bay Area. Fremont is the southernmost city in the 
southwestern portion of Alameda County. The city is bounded by the San Francisco Bay to the 
west, the foothills and mountains of the Diablo Range to the east, the cities of Union City and 
Hayward to the north, and the City of Milpitas in Santa Clara County to the south. (Figure 1- 
map of project site and general survey area). There are four ecological communities present in 
the project area. These include ruderal forb grasslands and agricultural fields, open water 
habitats, forested and emergent seasonal wetlands, and residential landscaped areas. 


Mr. Gary Beeman of Beeman & Associates conducted a site assessment on February 25, 
2002, for California red-legged frog at the Fremont Grade Separation project area (north of 
Paseo Padre Parkway) in Fremont, California (Beeman 2002). Since the Proposed Project area 
encompasses this survey area, the results of the Fremont Grade Separation California red-legged 
frog site assessment were reviewed. Mr. Beeman determined that the two (interconnecting) 
flood control channels north of Paseo Padre Parkway contain suitable habitat for California red- 
legged frog. At the time of Mr. Beeman’s assessment, both the north and south channels 
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contained water; however, at the time of Jones & Stokes’s site assessment the northern channel 
was mostly dewatered and only the southern channel contained water. 


SPECIES DESCRIPTION 


Legal Status 


California red-legged frog is one of two subspecies of red-legged frog (Rana aurora) 
found on the Pacific Coast. The USFWS designated California red-legged frog as a threatened 
subspecies on June 24, 1996. 


Physical Description 


The red-legged frog is a large, brown to reddish-brown amphibian with prominent 
dorsolateral folds and diffuse, moderate-sized, dark brown to black spots that sometimes have 
light centers (Jennings and Hayes 1994). It has a dark mask bordered by a whitish jaw stripe. 
The distribution of red pigment is highly variable but is usually restricted to the belly and the 
undersurface of the thighs, legs, and feet. 


Distribution 


The species was once common from Redding, south to Baja California, including the 
Sierra Nevada and Coast Ranges. Its current range is greatly reduced and most remaining 
populations are found in central California along the Pacific Coast from Marin County, south to 
Ventura County. Within its range, red-legged frog breeds in lowland streams and wetlands, 
including livestock ponds. Red-legged frog may also be found in upland habitats near breeding 
areas and along intermittent drainages connecting wetlands. 


Reasons for Decline 


The decline of red-legged frog is attributable to a variety of factors. From the late-1800s 
to mid-1900s, the species’ distribution was substantially reduced by the conversion of millions of 
acres of wetland habitat to agricultural uses in the Central Valley and elsewhere. Large-scale 
commercial harvest for food during this period probably also had a detrimental effect (Jennings 
and Hayes 1994). Continued recent declines are attributed to ongoing loss of wetland and stream 
habitat (especially from dam construction and water management activities) and introduction of 
non-native predators and competitors, including bullfrogs (Rana catesbeiana), crayfish 
(Procambarus clarki), and fish (Jennings and Hayes 1994). 


Habitat Requirements 


The red-legged frog requires coldwater pond habitats (e.g., pools, streams, and ponds) 
with emergent and submergent vegetation (Storer 1925, Stebbins 1972). Habitats with the 
highest densities of frogs are deepwater pools (at least 2.5 feet deep) with dense stands of 
overhanging willows (Salix sp.) and a fringe of tules (Scirpus sp.) or cattails (Typha sp.) (Hayes 
and Jennings 1988, Jennings 1988, Jennings and Hayes 1994). Juvenile frogs seem to favor 
open, shallow aquatic habitats with dense submergent vegetation. 
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As adults, red-legged frogs are highly aquatic when active, but depend less on permanent 
water bodies than do many other frog species (Brode and Bury 1984). Adults may take refuge 
during dry periods in rodent holes or leaf litter in riparian habitats. Although red-legged frogs 
typically remain near streams or ponds, recent information suggests that they are capable of 
moving | mile or more into upland habitats or through ephemeral drainages. 


Red-legged frogs typically lay their eggs in clusters around aquatic vegetation from 
December to early April. Eggs hatch in 6-14 days (Jennings 1988). Increased siltation of water 
bodies that may occur during the breeding season can cause asphyxiation of eggs and small 
larvae. Larvae undergo metamorphosis 3.5—-7 months after hatching (Storer 1925, Wright and 
Wright 1949, Jennings and Hayes 1990). Of the various life stages, larvae probably have the 
highest mortality rates; less than 1% of the eggs laid survive to reach metamorphosis (Jennings et 
al. 1992). Sexual maturity is normally reached at 3-4 years of age (Storer 1925, Jennings and 
Hayes 1985), and red-legged frogs may live 8—10 years (Jennings et al. 1992). 


The diet of red-legged frogs is highly variable. Larvae probably eat algae (Jennings et al. 
1992). In a study by Hayes and Tennant (1985), invertebrates were found to be the most 
common food item for juveniles and adults. Vertebrates, such as Pacific tree frogs (Pseudacris 
[Hyla] regilla) and California deer mice (Peromyscus californicus), represented more than half 
of the prey mass eaten by larger frogs. Whereas adult frogs were found to be largely nocturnal, 
juvenile frogs were active both diurnally and nocturnally. Feeding activity probably occurs 
along the shoreline and on the surface of the water (Hayes and Tennant 1985). 


METHODS 
Site Assessment Methods 


Initially, a Jones & Stokes biologist conducted a record search of the DFG California 
Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB 2002), and examined topographic maps and aerial 
photographs to identify potentially suitable habitat for the California red-legged frog within 5 
miles of the project site. 


Jones & Stokes biologist Jeff Wingfield conducted a site assessment for California red- 
legged frog habitat on May 14 and 15, 2002. The biologist walked meandering transects 
throughout the length of the 5.4-mile project corridor gathering information to assess habitat 
suitability for California red-legged frog. 


After speaking with Mr. Hankins of USFWS, a Jones & Stokes biologist conducted a 
secondary site assessment at five locations within the project corridor: Tule Pond, New Marsh, 
Lake Elizabeth, Mission Creek and at the flood control channels north of Paseo Padre Parkway. 
During this assessment biologists evaluated habitat suitability by assessing the site’s potential to 
support breeding or foraging frogs, provide refuge, or support dispersal. The resulting 
determination was based on habitat requirements described in Guidance on Site Assessment and 
Field Surveys for California Red-Legged Frogs (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1997). 
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All suitable habitat areas were mapped (at a scale of 1 inch = 600 feet). Suitable habitat 
was categorized as “breeding and dispersal habitat” or “dispersal habitat” only, based on the 
attributes of the site. Representative photographs of the survey areas were taken (Figure 2). 


Protocol Survey Methodology 


Based on the site assessment, selected sites were surveyed for the presence of California 
red-legged frog. Biologists conducted red-legged frog surveys following the USFWS protocol 
(dated February 18, 1997). The protocol consists of four surveys: two day surveys and two night 
surveys, to be conducted between May 1 and November 1. Surveys were conducted between 
June 10-14, 2002 at three locations within the project corridor: New Marsh, Mission Creek and 
the flood control channel north of Paseo Padre Parkway. 


During the surveys Jones and Stokes wildlife biologists, Brian Zettle and Brook 
Vinnedge, surveyed the entire shore of all the water areas that were accessible by foot and 
visually scanned all shoreline areas during both day and night surveys. Binoculars (10X40) were 
used to search areas that were not accessible by foot. Night surveys were conducted for eye 
shine using flashlights powered by one 6-volt battery. 


RESULTS 


Site Assessment 


Based on a review of topographic maps, previous site assessments conducted in the area, 
and field investigations, biologists identified five sites to evaluate for California red-legged frog 
habitat suitability. These sites included Tule Pond, New Marsh, Lake Elizabeth, Mission Creek, 
and an interconnecting flood control channel north of Paseo Padre Parkway. The following is a 
detailed description of the habitat conditions at the five sites and information on known 
California red-legged frog occurrences in the project region. 


Lake Elizabeth 


Lake Elizabeth is a human-made lake approximately 83 acres in size. Lake Elizabeth was 
created between May 1968 and April 1969. The shoreline is concrete and riprap-lined to prevent 
erosion, and a narrow band of cattails and bulrush grow in small patches along a portion of the 
shoreline. In the southern portion of the lake is an island with arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis) 
cover. Surrounding Lake Elizabeth is Fremont Central Park, which contains a paved pedestrian 
walkway, ornamental vegetation, ball fields, and maintained turf (non-native grassland habitat of 
limited value). The lake is currently being dredged in order to remove silt and several large 
temporary dewatering ponds were created in the open area on the north end of the lake. Lake 
Elizabeth was eliminated as a potential California red-legged frog site since it is a human-made 
lake with concrete and riprap banks and contains no suitable upland habitat. 
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Tule Pond 


Tule Pond is not considered suitable breeding or dispersal habitat for California red- 
legged frog. Tule Pond is a flood control basin for local urban runoff approximately 6 acres in 
size. It is located adjacent to and south of Walnut Avenue. This pond is flooded only during the 
wet season and contains an artificial (burlap-like) mat covering the bottom of the pond. The pond 
is densely vegetated with cattail, bulrush and willow. The surrounding upland habitat has a cover 
of rip-gut grass, wild barley and coyote brush. Large eucalyptus trees are also in the area. 


On June 10, 2002, there was approximately 6 inches of standing water in a small (4 feet 
by 3 feet) pool at the northern end of Tule Pond. The pooled water was located where the culvert 
comes from under Walnut Avenue into the north end of the pond. The water quality at this 
location appeared to be highly polluted. The remainder of the pond was dewatered, with isolated, 
shallow puddles of water and damp soils. Hundreds of Pacific treefrog metamorphs were 
observed at Tule Pond during the field investigation. Jennings and Hayes (1994) report that 
although California red-legged frogs can occur in ephemeral streams or ponds, it is unlikely that 
populations can be maintained in areas where all surface water disappears. Upon thorough 
investigation, biologists determined that Tule Pond lacks deeper, open water areas for 
Oviposition, dries out early in the season, and is isolated from other suitable California red- 
legged frog habitat; therefore, it is not considered suitable habitat to support California red- 
legged frog. Protocol-level surveys were not conducted at Tule Pond. 


New Marsh 


Suitable breeding habitat for California red-legged frog is present in New Marsh (Figure 
2). New Marsh is a human-made pond at the north end of Elizabeth Lake, created in 1986 as a 
retention basin for park runoff. During the survey, maximum water depth was estimated to be 
1 to 3 feet due to the large amount of silt making up the substrate. Submergent and emergent 
vegetation (cattail and bulrush), which are important components of California red-legged frog 
habitat, were present around the margin of the pond. However, the upland area around the pond 
included a regularly maintained grass lawn associated with the landscaping of the park, ruderal 
and developed areas with sidewalk and Lake Elizabeth, and newly created disposal ponds for silt 
dredged from Lake Elizabeth. This pond is hydrologically isolated from other water features in 
the area. Bullfrogs (Rana catesbiana) were heard calling at this site. The presence of bullfrogs, 
as predators and competitors for food resources, and the lack of suitable upland habitat for 
hibernacula and dispersal reduce the suitability of the habitat to support California red-legged 
frog. 


Mission Creek 


Suitable dispersal habitat for California red-legged frog is present in Mission Creek 
(Figure 2). Mission Creek is a historic creek that once meandered from the Diablo Range east of 
the project area into the San Francisco Bay. This creek has been channelized and currently runs 
around Lake Elizabeth and through Central Park in Fremont. Mission Creek near Lake Elizabeth 
contains dense and somewhat degraded riparian habitat. Dominant vegetation includes willow 
and cottonwood, which provides an abundant amount of shade and cover. A few small flooded 
portions of the creek, outside of the riparian forest, support cattail, watercress, bulrush, knotweed 
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and alkali bulrush. The portion of Mission Creek between the Southern Pacific and Western 
Pacific Railroad (north and east of the project corridor) is highly disturbed and primarily 
vegetated with non-native herbaceous species. 


Within the project corridor Mission Creek does not contain suitable CRLF breeding 
habitat because it lacks deep water pools, contains a high degree of silt, and lacks open water or 
only partially shaded areas with dense submergent vegetation for larvae and juvenile frogs. 
Maximum water depth was estimated to be approximately 12 inches and the substrate consisted 
of a 6-8 inch layer of mud and silt. However, the creek may provide suitable dispersal habitat for 
the California red-legged frog. Pacific treefrogs (Hy/a regilla) were heard calling at Mission 
Creek. 


Flood Control Channels North of Paseo Padre Parkway 


Two flood control channels located north of Paseo Padre Parkway provide suitable 
dispersal habitat for the California red-legged frog (Figure 2). The flood control channels are 
surrounded by urban development including Southern Pacific Railroad tracks and Fremont 
Central Park to the west, Western Pacific Railroad tracks and residential development to the east, 
Paseo Padre Parkway to the south, and the SFWD Irvington Pump Station to the north. The 
channels are hydrologically connected to Mission Creek. The northern arm of the channel was 
mostly dewatered, but contained a dense layer of emergent vegetation. The southern arm of the 
channel is culverted under Paseo Padre Parkway and connects to the northern channel; however, 
this channel contains flowing water and does not contain a dense mat of emergent vegetation. 
Pockets of riparian vegetation line both channels. Neither channel provides suitable breeding 
habitat because of the lack of deeper pools. Crayfish and mosquito fish were observed in the 
southern channel. Both channels provide suitable dispersal habitat for California red-legged 
frog; however, the presence of exotic predators and development of the surrounding area further 
reduces the suitability of the habitat to support California red-legged frog. 


Occurrence in the Project Vicinity 


There are no known localities of California red-legged frog within the project corridor. 
There are two known localities within 5 miles of the project corridor. One adult and one juvenile 
California red-legged frog were found on July 30, 1996 approximately one mile east of the 
southern terminus of the project area (3.5 kilometers southeast of Lake Elizabeth) in Agua 
Caliente Creek south of Mission Boulevard. The second was recorded in May 1999, 
approximately 3 miles northwest of the northern terminus of the project area (6.5 kilometers 
northwest of Lake Elizabeth). The individual California red-legged frog was observed in a 
densely vegetated canal in Union City (CNDDB 2002). 


Survey Results 


Jones & Stokes conducted protocol-level surveys at three sites (New Marsh, Mission 
Creek, and the flood control channel north of Paseo Padre Parkway) within the project corridor. 
Survey dates and weather conditions during the surveys at the three sites are provided in Table 1. 
No California red-legged frogs were located at the three survey sites. Adult bullfrogs were 
observed in New Marsh, and crayfish and mosquito fish were observed in the flood control 
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channel north of Paseo Padre Parkway. The presence of these exotic predators increases 
competition for food resources as well as the potential for predation. Other predators observed in 
the project area include raccoon (tracks) and skunks (observed). The presence of these species 
also increases the potential of predation on California red-legged frog and further reduces the 
habitat suitability for California red-legged frog to occur at these three sites. 


Critical Habitat 


Designated critical habitat for California red-legged frog occurs approximately 3 miles (5 
kilometers) east of the project study area, but not within the project area. 


CONCLUSIONS 


New Marsh provides potential breeding habitat for California red-legged frog, while 
Mission Creek and the flood control channel north of Paseo Padre Parkway provide potential 
dispersal habitat for California red-legged frog. However, based on the protocol-level survey 
results, lack of recorded sightings of California red-legged frog in the project area, and extensive 
urban development and recreational activity occurring throughout the project area the potential 
for California red-legged frog to occur in the BART WSX project corridor is considered low. 
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Appendix C-6 
Results of Burrowing Owl Survey 


Ga 


Jones & Stokes 


Memorandum 


Date June 25, 2002 
To Debra Jones, Project Manager 
From Brook Vinnedge and William Widdowson, Wildlife Biologists 


Subject Special Status Wildlife (Burrowing Owl) Survey Report for the 
BART Warm Springs Extension, Fremont, CA, June 10, 2002 


Summary 


On June 10, 2002, Jones & Stokes biologists William Widdowson and Brook Vinnedge 
conducted surveys for the Western Burrowing Owl (Athene cunicularia) in the BART Warm 
Springs Extension (WSX) project. Three active Burrowing Owl nests were located in ruderal 
grassland habitat on the parcel proposed for the Warm Springs Station Parking Lot (Figure 1). 
The Burrowing Owl is a California State species of special concern and avoidance to reduce 
impacts to a less-than-significant level must be included in a project or the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) lead agency must make and justify findings of overriding 
considerations. 


Methods 


The biologists conducted a nesting season survey for Burrowing Owls on June 10, 2002 in the 
WSX project area. The areas surveyed included ruderal annual grassland and bare ground within 
the project corridor. The biologists began the surveys at the Fremont BART Station and traveled 
south along the project corridor. All suitable habitat within the corridor was surveyed for 
burrows and sign of owls. According to the Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation 
(California Department of Fish and Game 1995) suitable habitat consists of annual and perennial 
grasslands, deserts, and arid scrublands characterized by low-growing vegetation or bare ground. 
Overgrown vegetation is not considered suitable habitat because it decreases the Burrowing 
Owl’s ability to monitor burrows from a distance. Similarly, owls are less likely to nest in areas 
with trees or shrubs, which provide perches for predatory birds. Canopy cover must be less than 
30% of the ground surface. Natural and artificial burrows are the essential component of 
suitable habitat. Burrowing Owls typically use burrows created by ground dwelling mammals 
but will also readily use human-made structures such as culverts or debris piles. 


Survey of the area began at 10:20 a.m., concluding at 13:16 p.m. Pacific Daylight Time (PDT). 
Weather conditions were the following: 5% cloud cover; temperature range 78 to 81 degrees 
Fahrenheit; wind | (Beaufort Scale); no precipitation. Unless noted otherwise, biologists 
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surveyed suitable habitat by walking transects at a distance of approximately 50 feet apart. 
Ground squirrel or small mammal burrows were thoroughly checked for sign of owls, including 
tracks, feathers, pellets and whitewash. When an active burrow was found, surveyors were 
careful to minimize disturbance to the owls by maintaining a distance of 250-feet from the nest. 
Results of the survey are summarized from north to south. 


Results 


The non-native annual grassland between Stevenson Boulevard and Walnut Avenue did not 
contain any burrows suitable for Burrowing Owl. The Fremont Central Park area consists of ball 
fields and recreational facilities, which do not currently contain burrows. The Irvington Pump 
Station Parcel (approximately 30 acres of non-native annual grassland) was overgrown and did 
not contain any ground squirrel activity or burrows. Ground squirrel burrows were located in a 
ruderal field north of Paseo Padre Parkway and east of the project corridor. These burrows were 
thoroughly checked for sign of owl activity. No sign of owl was observed at any of the burrows 
at this location. 


The field south of Paseo Padre Parkway and west of the project alignment was surveyed from the 
road using high-powered binoculars. Because of the vantage point it was possible to survey the 
entire field from Paseo Padre Parkway. The field was overgrown with vegetation and did not 
have any sign of ground squirrel activity or burrows. 


The proposed Irvington Station parking lot on Osgood Road did contain a few ground squirrel 
burrows, however none are currently being used by Burrowing Owl. This field also contains 
trees, which decreases the site’s suitability for Burrowing Owl. 


The proposed Warm Springs Station parking lot was the only site that contained active 
Burrowing Owl nests within the project area. This site consists of a mowed, non-native annual 
grassland, which contains a facility for model airplane flying. Within this parcel are three active 
Burrowing Owl nests. 


Burrowing Owl Nest #1 is located approximately 300 feet west of Warm Springs Boulevard and 
700 feet south of Grimmer Road. This nest consists of multiple burrows. Two adult owls were 
observed leaving the burrow and perching on nearby fences. 


Burrowing Owl Nest # 2 is located approximately 400 feet west of Warm Springs Boulevard and 
750 feet south of Grimmer Road. This nest is approximately 100 feet west of Burrowing Owl 
Nest #1. No owls were observed at this burrow, however the burrow entrances were covered in 
white wash, owl pellets and feathers. In addition, Jones & Stokes botanists Rob Preston and 
Brad Schafer observed owls at this burrow while conducting surveys for rare plants. 
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Burrowing Owl Nest # 3 is located approximately 200 feet west of Warm Springs Boulevard and 
1600 feet south of Grimmer Road. This nest consists of multiple burrows and one owl was 
perched on an elevated mound adjacent to a burrow entrance. 


Conclusion 


The results of the breeding-season survey conducted on June 10, 2002 will be valid only for the 
2002 season. If constructed, the proposed Warm Springs parking lot site would result in impacts 
on Western Burrowing Oowls. California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) would be 
consulted for establishment of mitigation measures that would reduce these impacts to a less- 
than-significant level. Minimization of impacts on Burrowing Owls during the nesting season 
shall follow the mitigation guidelines outlined in the Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation 
(California Department of Fish and Game 1995). 


Mitigation measures negotiated with CDFG generally include permanently protecting 6.5 acres 
of foraging and nesting Burrowing Owl habitat onsite or offsite for every nest impacted. 
Protection of alternative habitat is conducted through land acquisition or participation in a land 
bank or land tract purchase. Additionally, the construction of two artificial burrows may be 
required for each occupied burrow lost or rendered unsuitable as a result of construction 
activities. BART would consult with CDFG for appropriate compensation and mitigation for 
habitat removed. 


References 
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Tables Listing Special-Status Species 
with Potential to Occur in the 
Proposed Project Corridor 
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Appendix D 
Floodplain Finding Report 


Jones & Stokes 


Memorandum 


Date: July 6, 2004 
To: Don Dean 
cc: Mike Davis 

From: — Jeff Peters 


Subject: Floodplain Finding Memorandum, BART Warm Springs Extension 


1.0 Introduction 


This floodplain finding is partly based on a conceptual drainage report prepared for the San 
Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART) Warm Springs Extension (WSX) (PB Team 
2003a). The WSX is currently in the preliminary engineering phase of development. The 
conceptual drainage report describes existing drainage patterns and flood zone information 
obtained from the Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (ACFCD) 
and the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). The drainage component of certain 
portions of the WSX (i.e., Tule Pond and some county facilities) is planned to be completely 
designed before the design-build contract is released for competitive bid. In other portions, the 
contractor will design, and in this case, the “designer” is referred to in this report. 


This floodplain finding is also partly based on the environmental impact statement (EIS) 
currently being prepared for the BART WSX. 


2.0 Background 


In the early 1990s, BART developed a project and conducted an environmental review pursuant 
to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to extend BART service from the current 
terminus at the Fremont BART Station through Fremont to the Warm Springs district. The WSX 
project was originally developed in response to growth projections for the project area that 
indicated a need for consideration of alternative travel modes to better meet current and 
anticipated travel demand in combination with limitations on the expandability of the regional 
freeway network. The project was also intended to respond to the following specific policy 
mandates for improved transit service. 


= The BART Extension Staging Policy citing the Warm Springs Extension as a priority inside- 
current-district Phase I extension project to be advanced concurrently with all other Phase I 
extensions. 
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= Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s (MTC’s) inclusion of BART as a programmed 
project in its New Rail Transit Starts and Extension Program (MTC Resolution 1876 as 
amended). 


= Voter-approved and sanctioned Measure B sales tax in Alameda County. 


= Naming of BART as a Transportation Control Measure in MTC Resolution 2131— 
Transportation Contingency Plan of the 1982 Air Quality Plan. 


= Boatwright Law (Senate Bill 1715/Chapter 1259 of 1988) directing BART to commence 
construction of extension to Warm Springs subject to funding and environmental approvals. 


The WSX would provide a key segment in the Bay Area’s regional rail transportation network 
linking the East Bay, the South Bay, and San Francisco, by providing an integrated system 
connecting existing BART, Alameda—Contra Costa Transit (AC Transit), and Santa Clara Valley 
Transportation Authority (VTA) services. Highway and freeway expansion to respond to the 
need for improved regional access is also possible, but severe limitations exist. The California 
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) estimates that Interstate 880 (I-880), the primary north- 
south freeway in the area, could be expanded from the existing 4- to 6-lane roadway to an 8- to 
10-lane roadway. However, future demand is expected to exceed this capacity by as much as six 
additional lanes, and this scale of expansion is not feasible. Such limitations on the 
expandability of the regional freeway network, combined with growth projections for the area, 
require consideration of alternative travel modes to better meet current and anticipated travel 
demand. Improved transit service could better balance local and regional transportation demand 
now and provide increased transportation capacity for future growth in area-wide employment 
and population. 


In 1991, BART prepared an environmental impact report (EIR) for the WSX (San Francisco Bay 
Area Rapid Transit District 1991a, 1991b). 


2.01 1992 Adopted Project 


On September 15, 1992, the BART Board of Directors certified the BART Warm Springs 
Extension Final Environmental Impact Report (San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District. 
1991b) and adopted a project consisting of a 5.4-mile, two-station extension of the BART 
system, with stations at Irvington and Warm Springs. This project is referred to as the 1992 
Adopted Project and is briefly described in the following paragraphs. The 1992 Adopted Project 
was not constructed because sufficient funds were not available at that time. 


As proposed, the alignment of the 1992 Adopted Project (identified as Alternative 5, Design 
Option 2A, in the 1991 EIR) would have begun at the existing elevated Fremont BART Station 
and extended southeasterly. The alignment would have followed an aerial alignment through 
Fremont Central Park that skirted the eastern edge of Lake Elizabeth. The alignment would have 
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Figure 1 
Regional Location Map 


Source: Basemap: San Francisco Estuary Institute EcoAtlas 2001. 
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Major Drainages in WSX Alternative Area 


July 6, 2004 
Page 3 


continued on an aerial structure over the former Southern Pacific (SP) railroad track, curved 
south between the former SP railroad track and the former Western Pacific (WP) railroad track,’ 
and crossed over Paseo Padre Parkway. The alignment would have then transitioned to a below- 
grade crossing under Washington Boulevard to arrive at the Irvington Station. 


From the Irvington Station, the alignment would have risen to grade and remained at grade over 
the Blacow Road underpass and under the Auto Mall Parkway overpass. From Auto Mall 
Parkway, the alignment would have risen to an embankment and an aerial structure to cross the 
former WP track at Grimmer Boulevard and continued above grade to the elevated Warm 
Springs Station. The alignment would have then transitioned to grade, and would have had 
approximately 3,000 feet of tail track south of the Warm Springs Station. 


The 1992 Adopted Project also included a subway design option (identified as Design Option 2S 
in the 1991 EIR) that would have substituted a subway alignment under Fremont Central Park 
for the aerial alignment proposed as Design Option 2A. The BART alignment under this design 
option would have emerged from the subway structure, crossed the former SP track, and 
continued between the former SP track and the former WP track. 


2.02 Subsequent Project History 


Following adoption of the project and certification of the WSX EIR in 1992, BART initiated 
preliminary engineering for the 1992 Adopted Project. In 1992, the BART to Santa Clara 
County Extension Alignment Alternatives Feasibility Study (DKS Associates 1992) was 
prepared. The study analyzed alignments along the former WP and former SP railroad tracks 
extending southerly from Fremont to Santa Clara County. The study identified a BART 
alignment in the former WP right-of-way as the recommended alternative. 


When the WSX EIR was certified in 1992, the City of Fremont (Fremont) did not support the 
recommended project alternative (Alternative 5, Design Option 2A, in the 1991 EIR), which 
included an aerial alignment over Lake Elizabeth in Fremont Central Park. Fremont did support 
the alternative that included a subway alignment under Lake Elizabeth (Design Option 2S in the 
1991 EIR). Sufficient funds were not available to construct either alternative. However, 
because of public support for the extension of rail transit service from Fremont to Santa Clara 
County, 


BART continued to consider the possibility of an extension from Fremont to Warm Springs and 
other transit agencies continued to study the regional corridor. 


1 Currently, Union Pacific Railroad (UP) operates both sets of tracks in the railroad corridor. For clarity in this 
document as necessary, the railroad tracks on the eastern side of the UP right-of-way are referred to as the former 
WP tracks, and the railroad tracks on the western side of the UP right-of-way are referred to as the former SP tracks. 
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In 1994, MTC prepared the Fremont-South Bay Corridor Report (DKS Associates 1994), which 
analyzed several alternatives for transit service in the regional corridor, including a BART 
alignment. In 2000, BART and VTA collaborated in preparing the BART Extension Study from 
Fremont to Milpitas, San Jose and Santa Clara (San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
2000), which again examined a BART alignment along the UP right-of-way. 


Based on these two studies and enabled by funding from the Santa Clara County 1996 Measure 
B sales tax transportation improvement program, VTA began negotiations with UP to purchase 
the UP right-of-way to preserve it for future transportation use. In 2000, Alameda County voters 
reauthorized the transportation sales tax (Measure B), which has made sufficient funding 
available for a one-station BART extension. VTA purchased the UP right-of-way in December 
2002. 


In 2002, BART initiated the preparation of a CEQA supplemental EIR (San Francisco Bay Area 
Rapid Transit District 2003) to address modifications to the Adopted Project studied in the 1992 
EIR (see Figure 1-3). The principal modification from the 1992 Adopted Project is the change 
from an aerial structure to a subway alignment under Fremont Central Park and Lake Elizabeth, 
which would reduce environmental impacts on the park. A Notice of Preparation (NOP) and 
CEQA Initial Study were submitted to the State Clearinghouse on March 5, 2002. A CEQA 
scoping meeting was conducted on March 25, 2002, which approximately 100 citizens and 
agency representatives attended. Comments received in response to the NOP and at the public 
scoping meeting were considered in the preparation of the supplemental EIR. 


A draft supplemental EIR was published in March 2003, and a public comment period continued 
from March 25 to May 9 2003. A public hearing was held on April 14, 2003. Following the 
close of the public comment period, the BART Board of Directors certified the final 
supplemental EIR on June 26, 2003. At the June 26, 2003 meeting, the BART Board of 
Directors adopted the Proposed Project analyzed in the supplemental EIR. 


3.0 Overview of WSX Alternative 


BART has been in operation since 1972 and currently operates in four Bay Area counties: San 
Francisco, Alameda, Contra Costa, and San Mateo. The most recent extensions to the BART 
system are to Dublin/Pleasanton in eastern Alameda County, to Pittsburg/Bay Point in eastern 
Contra Costa County, and to the San Francisco International Airport in San Mateo County, with 
a terminus in Millbrae, California. 


In southern Alameda County, BART operates service to downtown Fremont. The Fremont 
service currently terminates at the Fremont BART Station, which is near the Fremont Civic 
Center area. 
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In response to public policies and support for the extension of BART in southern Alameda 
County, BART is proposing a 5.4-mile extension of the BART system south from the existing 
Fremont Station to a proposed new station at Warm Springs. This proposed extension is 
analyzed in this floodplain finding. The proposed extension also includes an optional station at 
Irvington. 


4.0 Description of WSX Alternative 


The Proposed Project analyzed in the 2003 Supplemental EIR is identical to the WSX 
Alternative evaluated in this EIS. No changes to the project design, concept, or scope have been 
made since the BART Board of Directors adopted the 2003 Proposed Project. 


The alignments of both the WSX Alternative generally parallel portions of the UP tracks and I- 
680 and J-880 in southern Alameda County. The initial segment of the WSX Alternative 
alignment would begin on an embankment at the southern end of the existing Fremont BART 
Station. The alignment would pass over Walnut Avenue on an aerial structure and descend into 
a cut-and-cover subway north of Stevenson Boulevard. The alignment would continue 
southward in the subway structure under Fremont Central Park and the eastern arm of Lake 
Elizabeth, and surface to at grade between the former WP and SP railroad alignments north of 
Paseo Padre Parkway. The new alignment would pass over Paseo Padre Parkway on a bridge 
structure, and then continue southward at grade, passing under a grade-separated” Washington 
Boulevard. From Washington Boulevard south to Prune Avenue, the WSX Alternative 
alignment would continue at grade along the former WP alignment. Near Prune Avenue, the 
alignment would bear to the east and continue south, crossing over South Grimmer Boulevard, to 
the end of the WSX Alternative alignment (just south of the Warm Springs Station). The WSX 
Alternative also includes an optional station at Irvington. 


As compared to the 1992 Adopted Project, the WSX Alternative is at grade for a much greater 
portion of the alignment. With the exception of the Fremont Central Park portion of the 
alignment, which is underground, the WSX Alternative would be constructed at grade. 


A detailed description of the WSX Alternative is provided in Chapter 3, Alternatives 
Considered, of the EIS. 


5.0 WSX Alternative Location 


The WSX Alternative would be located entirely within the City of Fremont, in the East Bay 
region of the San Francisco Bay Area. Fremont is the southernmost city in the southwestern 
portion of Alameda County. Figure 1 provides a map of the regional location. 


2 Grade separated describes an intersection where two modes of transportation (e.g., rail tracks and a highway) 
cross each other at different levels to permit unconstrained operation. 
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The area studied for the analysis for this document is approximately bounded on the north by the 
Fremont BART Station, on the south by the Warm Springs segment of Mission Boulevard, on 
the east by the ridgeline defining the eastern edge of the local watersheds, and on the west by the 
UP alignment. This study area defines the area that is likely to affect or be affected by proposed 
BART facilities. 


6.0 Regional Transportation 


Important regional transportation routes serving Fremont include I-880, I-680, and State 

Route 84 (SR 84). I-880, located west of the Fremont BART Station, is the principal north-south 
freeway that connects Fremont to Santa Clara County and the City of San Jose to the south, and 
to the City of Oakland and other communities of the East Bay to the north. I-880 lies within 

3 miles of the WSX Alternative corridor and parallels the WSX Alternative corridor on the west. 
1-680, located east of the Fremont BART Station, connects Fremont to Santa Clara County and 
the City of San Jose to the south, and to the communities in eastern Alameda County and central 
Contra Costa County to the north. Within city boundaries, I-680 generally runs approximately 

1 mile east of parallel to I-880, and serves the easternmost areas of Fremont. I-680 parallels the 
WSX Alternative alignment for approximately 3 miles, coming to within approximately 

0.25 mile of the WSX Alternative corridor, and then veers slightly east. SR 84, which is the 
principal east-west route in the area studied, lies just to the north of the WSX Alternative 
corridor. It runs through the north-central portion of Fremont and connects the city to the 
Tri-Valley area to the east and to the San Francisco Peninsula to the west via the Dumbarton 
Bridge. 


7.0 Regional Hydrology 
7.01 Watershed 


Surface hydrology in the eastern Fremont area is dominated by perennial and intermittent 
streams that flow westward from the East Bay hills and the foothills of the northern Diablo 
Range toward San Francisco Bay. Laguna Creek (Line E in Figure 2) is the principal drainage of 
the study area, draining a watershed that includes part of Fremont and the northern foothills of 
the Diablo Range as well as the Livermore and San Ramon Valley. There are eleven drainage 
lines within or immediately adjacent to the WSX Alternative alignment (Line E and its 
tributaries), as shown in Figure 2 and described further in Table 1; seven of the eleven are major 
drainages that are relevant to the WSX Alternative. 


Table 1. Existing Drainage Channel Characteristics in Study Area 
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Total Crossing Characteristics at Crossing 
Dicinage >. peanion Conveyance Structure 
Area (BART y 100-Year Peak 
Drainage Associated (square stationing West of East of Flow (cubic feet 
Line Watershed miles) [feet]) Alignment Alignment per second) 
M Mission Creek 1.0 NA NA Open Channel 330 
L Mission Creek 0.9 2275+50 Open Channel Open Channel 3360 
L-10! Mission Creek NA 2302+20 Open Channel Open Channel 139 
L-1 Mission Creek NA 2305+50 NA? 
K Crandall Creek 3.3 2361+00 6-by-3.5-foot box 6-by-5-foot 1670 
culvert and 72- arch and 72- 
inch pipe inch pipe 
K-1 Washington NA 2361+00 66-inch pipe 66-inch pipe 267 
Creek 
I Cafiada de Aliso 0.6 2406+00 84-inch pipe 7-by-6-foot 245 
box culvert 
J Cafiada de Aliso 1.6 2424+50 72-inch pipe 72-inch pipe 560 
H Cafiada de Aliso 1.3 2434+00 modified box modified box 589 
culvert culvert 
H-1 Cafiada de Aliso NA 2434+00 NA 48-inch pipe NA 
to 
2442+00 
F* Arroyo del Agua 2.7 2493+50 8- by 6-foot box 81-inch pipe 945 
Caliente (Agua culvert 
Caliente Creek) 
Notes: 


NA = No data available. 


' Currently, L-10 is an open channel west of the alignment. Immediately east of the alignment, it is open channel or 
48-inch RCP a little further upstream. Upon completion of the city’s grade separation project, it will be two 72-inch 
RCP pipes, one immediately east and one immediately west of WSX, and the 100-yr flow will be 296 cfs. 

* Drainage channel will be filled in by the City of Fremont’s grade separations project. 
> Channel crossing to be improved to convey 100-year flow below the WSX trackway while maintaining upstream 


and downstream water levels. 


* Line F does not cross the WSX Alternative alignment; however, its flooding may affect the project. 


Sources: San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 1991a, Federal Emergency Management Agency 2000a 
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7.02 Tule Pond and Lake Elizabeth 


Tule Pond, located at the north end of the WSX Alternative alignment, is a sag pond’ formed 
along the Hayward fault (Parikh Consultants 2002). It has been modified to serve as a flood 
control basin for local runoff during the wet season. Tule Pond is bisected by Walnut Avenue, 
but the portion north of Walnut Avenue (Tule Pond North) is hydrologically connected to the 
portion south of Walnut Avenue (Tule Pond South) via two 18-inch x 29-inch pipe arch culverts. 


Lake Elizabeth, located in Fremont Central Park, is an 83-acre recreational lake owned by 
ACFCD and maintained with groundwater by Fremont. It originated as natural sag (Stivers 
Lagoon) formed along an active trace of the Hayward fault (City of Fremont 1991, as amended), 
but has been artificially enlarged, and hardscape has been installed to stabilize portions of the 
shoreline. 


In addition to serving as a recreational resource, Lake Elizabeth and the surrounding park areas 
also provide approximately 985 acre-feet of flood storage capacity during the wet season (Jones 
& Stokes 2000). High wet-season flows in Mission Creek back up where the creek is culverted 
at Paseo Padre Parkway and flow over a weir into Lake Elizabeth. As the flood flows subside, 
lake water drains back into Mission Creek via the same weir. During extreme flood events, 
flood flows in Mission Creek overtop the bank and discharge directly into Lake Elizabeth 
upstream of the weir. During the summer, Fremont installs flashboards in the weir and adds 
supplemental water to offset evaporation and regulate lake level for recreation uses (Jones & 
Stokes 2000). Because of the shallow slopes adjoining Lake Elizabeth, surface runoff rates are 
slow and little overland runoff reaches the lake. 


Lake Elizabeth acts as a sink for sediment transported by Mission Creek, particularly when the 
creek discharges directly into the lake at flood stage. Bathymetric surveys of the lake suggest 
that sediment has been accumulating at an average rate of approximately 8,000 cubic yards per 
year (Jones & Stokes 2000). The lake is periodically dredged to maintain floodwater storage 
capacity; dredged spoils are retained in a bermed area north of the lake and two dredged ponds 
with an aggregate area of approximately 20 acres located west of the lake. The ponds are 
maintained by Fremont Central Park staff. 


Approximately 550 linear feet of the WSX Alternative alignment is in a subway structure under 
the northeast arm of Lake Elizabeth; the WSX Alternative corridor includes 3.7 acres of the 
lake’s area. The portion of Lake Elizabeth intersected by the WSX Alternative corridor has a 
maximum depth of approximately 6 feet. 


The lower reaches of the drainages shown in Figure 2 have been modified to serve as stormwater 
drainage channels. Because these facilities have drainage areas of between 50 acres and 


3 Sag refers to a depression formed by surface deformation along an active fault trace. A sag pond forms when a sag 
is filled by runoff and/or groundwater to form a body of standing water. 
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10 square miles, ACFCD considers them primary facilities. Those that are FEMA-studied lines 
are designed to contain the FEMA 100-year storm.* The design storm for primary county 
facilities not studied by FEMA is the 15-year storm. (Western Alameda County 1987). BART 
drainage criteria state “‘all culverts crossing beneath BART system at-grade trackbeds shall be 
designed for a 100-year storm.” Accordingly, as of 1991, existing drainage structures were sized 
to effectively convey flood flows from the 15-year storm (Otsuka pers. comm.); many are still 
not capable of effectively conveying flood flows from the 100-year storm (Federal Emergency 
Management Agency 2000a). 


7.03 Climate and Rainfall Characteristics 


The San Francisco Bay Area, like much of California’s central coast, enjoys a Mediterranean 
climate characterized by mild, wet winters and warm summers. Moderated by proximity to San 
Francisco Bay and the ocean, temperatures seldom drop below freezing. Summer weather is 
dominated by sea breezes caused by differential heating between the interior valleys and the 
coast, while winter weather is dominated by storms from the northern Pacific Ocean that produce 
the majority of the region’s annual rainfall. The mean annual temperature in Fremont is 57°F. 
The mean annual rainfall in Fremont is approximately 18 inches, most of which occurs between 
October and April (City of Fremont 1991, as amended). 


8.0 Summary of Existing Regional Flood Conditions 


Peak flows for the 100-year storm and resultant flooding have increased over the past decade 
because of additional development in the area’s upper watersheds (Federal Emergency 
Management Agency 2000a). The current Flood Insurance Study (FIS) for the region that 
includes the WSX Alternative area incorporates updated flood hazard information along selected 
area drainages (Federal Emergency Management Agency 2000a); peak flows for the drainages 
affected by the WSX Alternative are shown above in Table | and are discussed in more detail 
below in Section 9.0. Flooding is a concern along the northeastern portion of Lake Elizabeth and 
along Mission Creek (Lines L, L-10, and L-1), Crandell Creek (Line K), Cafiada de Aliso (Lines 
J, 1, H, and H-1), the unnamed tributary to Laguna Creek shown as drainage Line H in Table 1, 
and Agua Caliente Creek (Line F). Where the WSX Alternative alignment crosses some of these 
drainages, flow exceeds the capacity of the conveyance structures during extreme flood events 
and water moves as sheet flow across the existing railroad embankments (Federal Emergency 
Management Agency 2000a). 


The portion of Tule Pond in the WSX Alternative corridor (Tule Pond South) has an area of 
approximately 6 acres and is seasonally flooded. 


“The 100-year storm is a storm that has a 1% chance of occurring in any given year; the /5-year storm is a storm 
that has a 6.7% chance of occurring in any given year. 
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As mentioned previously, high wet-season flows in Mission Creek back up where the creek is 
culverted at Paseo Padre Parkway and flow over a weir into Lake Elizabeth. As the flood flows 
subside, lake water drains back into Mission Creek via the same weir. During extreme flood 
events, flood flows in Mission Creek overtop the bank and discharge directly into Lake Elizabeth 
upstream of the weir. 


9.0 Existing and Proposed Drainage Patterns—Trackway Development 


This section describes the existing and proposed drainage patterns in the WSX Alternative area. 
See Figure 2 for project areas and locations described below; also see Figures 1-26 of the Draft 
Conceptual Storm Drainage Report, BART Warm Springs Extension (PB Team 2003a). The 
term “channel” is generally synonymous with the term “line,” except Line H-3 is a pipe only. 


WSX project elevations are referenced to the orthometric datum North American Vertical 
Datum 1988 (NAVD88). Elevations shown on the relevant FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps 
(FIRMs) and in the City of Fremont FIS are referenced to the older National Geodetic Vertical 
Datum 1929 (NGVD29). The datum conversion factor in the project area is 2.75 

(i.e., NGVD29 + 2.75 = NAVD88.) 


9.01 STA S1 2230+50 to 2286+00 
Morrison Creek 


Existing Conditions 

An ACFCD maintenance road exists along the eastern bank of Line M, between the channel and 
the Union Pacific Railroad Warm Springs Subdivision. Line M, Morrison Creek, flows from 
north to south from Stevenson Boulevard along the eastern boundary of Central Park. It 
discharges to Mission Creek near the northeast corner of Lake Elizabeth. 


FEMA Flood Zone Information 

The area to the east and west of Line M, Morrison Creek, is designated Zone C, as an area of 
minimal flooding. The creek is designated Zone A, as an area of 100-year flooding, base flood 
elevations and flood hazard factors not determined. Zone A is contained within the channel. 


Proposed Conditions 

Improvements to the existing maintenance road along the eastern bank of Channel M, are 
proposed for emergency vehicle access to the southern ventilation structure. The WSX project 
proposes to improve this maintenance road and convert it to a shared BART/WSX facility that 
will allow for continued ACFCD maintenance access to Channel M and will allow BART and 
emergency vehicle access to the LES ventilation structure. Proposed road improvements include 
paving and the construction of three turnouts that would allow for an emergency vehicle to pass 
another if necessary. These turnouts are shown on WSX Site Plan Sheets as 50’ long and 20” 
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wide with 20’ taper sections transitioning from the typical 14’ width to the 20’ turnout width. 
These turnouts may encroach into the Channel M westerly bank. 


9.02 Fremont Station to 2220+50 
Fremont Station (Existing) to Walnut Avenue 


See Figure 1 in the Draft Conceptual Storm Drainage Report, BART Warm Springs Extension 
(PB Team 2003a). 


Existing Conditions 

The WSX Alternative area in this location consists of impervious parking lot surface. The 
stormwater runoff from this area drains to the existing storm drain system, which consists of 
drop inlets and reinforced concrete pipe. 


FEMA Flood Zone Information 

The WSX Alternative area in this location appears on the FEMA FIRM Community 

Panel 065028 0030 C, revised 2/9/2000, and is designated as Zone C, as an area of minimal 
flooding. 


Proposed Conditions 

The WSX Alternative alignment begins at the existing Fremont Station platform and continues 
on a raised embankment in a southeasterly direction through what is currently a portion of the 
Fremont Station parking lot. 


The proposed earthen embankment and ballasted track bed would allow for runoff infiltration 
and reduce the time of concentration (the time it takes for the entire area to contribute runoff to 
the downstream system) from the existing response time of the paved parking surface. As a 
result, the peak rate of runoff to the existing storm drain system is expected to remain the same 
or decrease in this area. The designer is to provide for drainage conveyance from the 
embankment and modified parking lot facilities. 


9.03 STA S1 2220+50 to 2221+60 
Walnut Avenue Overhead Structure 


See Figure 1 in the Draft Conceptual Storm Drainage Report, BART Warm Springs Extension 
(PB Team 2003a). 


Existing Conditions 

The WSX area in the Walnut Avenue area consists of impervious roadway surface. Stormwater 
runoff is directed to the Walnut Avenue curb and gutter conveyance system and ultimately 
discharges to North and South Tule Ponds. 
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FEMA Flood Zone Information 

The WSX Alternative area in this location appears on the FEMA FIRM Community 

Panel 065028 0030 C, revised 2/9/2000, and is designated as Zone C, as an area of minimal 
flooding. 


Proposed Conditions 

The WSX tracks would pass over Walnut Avenue on a raised overhead structure. The designer 
is to direct deck drainage runoff to the existing systems. Peak flow to this system would not 
increase, because the overhead structure is not expected to greatly affect the time of 
concentration, and the existing surface is impervious. 


9.04 STA S1 2221+60 to 2230+50 
Tule Pond 


See Figures | and 2 in the Draft Conceptual Storm Drainage Report, BART Warm Springs 
Extension (PB Team 2003a). 


Existing and Proposed Conditions 
The WSX trackway will continue on the elevated earthen embankment through South Tule Pond, 
which is an existing ACFCD detention basin facility immediately south of Walnut Avenue. 


Existing stormwater drainage patterns (inflow, outflow, and detention storage stages) through 
North and South Tule Ponds, as well as the effects of the WSX Alternative embankment with 
mitigation measures, are analyzed and described in detail in a separate report, Draft Tule Pond 
Hydrology Study -BART Warm Springs Extension (PB Team 2003b). Coordination with ACFCD 
and Fremont will continue throughout design and development of the WSX Alternative. 


FEMA Flood Zone Information 

The WSX Alternative area in this location appears on the FEMA FIRM Community 

Panel 065028 0030 C, revised 2/9/2000, and is designated as Zone C, as an area of minimal 
flooding. 


9.05 STAS1 2230+50 to 2286+00 
Retained Cut and Underground Subway: Stevenson Boulevard, Fremont Central 
Park, and Lake Elizabeth to UP Interim Alignment 


See Figures 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 in the Draft Conceptual Storm Drainage Report, BART Warm 
Springs Extension (PB Team 2003a). 


Existing Conditions 

The WSX Alternative area in this location consists of a slot of vacant land, roadway, open space 
parkland (Fremont Central Park), and an artificial lake (Lake Elizabeth). The area drains to local 
street drainage at Stevenson Boulevard and overland flows to local depressions and swales 
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through Fremont Central Park to Lake Elizabeth. Lake Elizabeth serves as a recreation facility 
in the summer months and a detention basin/flood control facility during the winter season. 
Mission Creek delivers and receives flow to and from Lake Elizabeth through a controlled weir 
structure, depending on the season. High flows in Mission Creek are known to overtop the 
banks and sheet flow into Lake Elizabeth at various locations. 


FEMA Flood Zone Information 

The WSX Alternative area in this location appears on the FEMA FIRM Community 

Panel 065028 0030 C, revised 2/9/2000. The area immediately east of South Tule Pond is 
designated as FEMA Zone C, as an area of minimal flooding. The remainder of the area in this 
location is designated as Zone AH, as a special flood hazard zone with a 100-year base flood 
elevation of 56.75 (NAVD88), starting near the underground portal location west of Stevenson 
Boulevard and continuing to the interim UP alignment, east of Lake Elizabeth. 


Proposed Conditions 

After crossing the South Tule Pond area, the proposed WSX trackway descends below grade 
through a 1200-foot retained cut section to a subway section below Stevenson Boulevard, 
Fremont Central Park, and Lake Elizabeth. 


After construction of the subway section, Stevenson Boulevard would be reconstructed, the park 
area regraded and revegetated, and Lake Elizabeth restored, all to their original conditions. No 
change in drainage patterns or increase in runoff is expected in this area as a result of any phase 
of the below-grade subway construction. 


In addition to the trackway, a BART maintenance area, access road, and two ventilation 
structures would be constructed in this segment. All critical structures, including the retained cut 
leading to the subway section and ventilation structures would be protected from the 500-year 
flood during all construction phases per BART criteria (Bay Area Rapid Transit Authority 2003). 


The designer is to apply permanent best management practices (BMPs) to the drainage design of 
these facilities as recommended by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and 
described in Start at the Source (Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association 
1999). BMPs may include impervious areas that are hydraulically disconnected from natural 
waterways, grassy swales, and roof drains draining to landscaped areas. 


9.06 STAS1 2286+00 to 2302+00 
UP Interim Alignment to ACFCD L-I0 Channel 


See Figures 7, 8, and 9 in the Draft Conceptual Storm Drainage Report, BART Warm Springs 
Extension (PB Team 2003a). 
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Existing Conditions 

The WSX Alternative area in this location is an undeveloped open space bordered by the former 
SP tracks to the west and the former WP tracks to the east. Runoff from this area flows to the 
south to the ACFCD L-10 Channel at the confluence of the ACFCD L-I Channel. Fremont is 
planning a grade separations project at Paseo Padre Parkway to lower the roadway profile and 
realign the former SP track to an interim alignment, closer to the proposed WSX alignment. The 
city’s grade separations project will allow the realigned former SP tracks and the WSX tracks to 
cross over Paseo Padre Parkway. The city’s grade separations project is to be completed before 
the WSX trackway is installed in this area. Drainage design of the Paseo Padre underpass, 
interim former SP track, embankment, and drainage ditches is included in the city’s grade 
separations project. 


FEMA Flood Zone Information 

The WSX Alternative area in this location appears on the FEMA FIRM Community 

Panel 065028 0030 C, revised 2/9/2000, and is designated as Zone B, as an area between the 
limits of the 100-year and 500-year flood, or subject to 100-year flooding with average depths 
less than | foot, or where the contributing drainage area is less than 1 square mile or where the 
area is protected by levees from the base flood. 


Proposed Conditions 

In addition to constructing the WSX trackway in this area, the WSX Alternative would move the 
interim former SP track from the interim alignment set by the city’s grade separations project to 
the final alignment shown on project plans. 


The WSX tracks would be constructed in a retained cut and on a raised embankment constructed 
above the FEMA 100-year base flood through this area. It has not yet been determined whether 
this embankment would impede or redirect flood flows nor how it would affect the existing 
floodplains; however, final project plans would be designed to minimize any adverse effects on 
floodplains per FEMA and ACFCD requirements. The WSX Alternative area would continue to 
drain to the south via drainage swales and continue through cross culverts to the west to the 
confluence of the ACFCD L-l and L-10 Channels. The WSX and permanent former SP track 
embankments would be constructed of earth material. 


At the top of both embankments, stormwater would drain away from the track and ties by 
filtering through the ballast layer and flowing down the earthen embankment to drainage ditches 
on either side. 


Additional facilities to be constructed in this location include a maintenance access road, train 
control bungalow, and traction power substation. If any of these features were located within a 
100-year floodplain, they would be constructed to meet FEMA requirements. The designer is to 
provide adequate drainage incorporating permanent BMPs as described above in Section 9.05. 
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9.07 STA S1 2302+00 to 2306+00 
ACFCD L-I0 Channel to Paseo Padre Parkway 


See Figure 9 in the Draft Conceptual Storm Drainage Report, BART Warm Springs Extension 
(PB Team 2003a). 


Existing Conditions 

The city’s grade separations project will also realign the ACFCD L-l Channel to allow for the 
Paseo Padre Parkway detour road. Flow from the L-] Channel in this area will be permanently 
diverted to the L-I0 Channel. Flows from both the L-10 and the L-1 Channels will be contained 
in underground culverts within the proposed WSX alignment in this area before the WSX 
Alternative is constructed. These culverts have been designed to contain the 100-year storm 
event. 


Overland flow generated from the WSX Alternative area would cross under the relocated former 
SP track through a 36-inch cross-culvert and flow to the downstream confluence of the L-10 and 
L-l Channels. 


FEMA Flood Zone Information 

The WSX Alternative area in this location appears on the FEMA FIRM Community 

Panel 065028 0030 C, revised 2/9/2000, and 0031 B, revised 5/2/1983. This area is designated 
as Zone Al, as a special flood hazard zone. The 100-year base flood elevation was lowered from 
63.75 (NAVD88) to 59.75 (NAVD88) with the construction of a 48-inch bypass storm drain line 
along Paseo Padre in 1991. The corresponding hydrology study (Alameda County Flood Control 
District 1991) and FEMA-issued Letter of Map Revision (Federal Emergency Management 
Agency 1992) is on file with Fremont and ACFCD. 


The rerouting of the L-l Channel by the city’s grade separations project will maintain the 
lowered 1991 FEMA base flood elevation (Washington Infrastructure Services 2002). The 
primary source of flooding in this area is the L-1 Channel with a flow constriction under the 
Hetch Hetchy water lines. The city’s grade separations project will relocate the Hetch Hetchy 
crossing and maintain flow in closed culverts until discharging to the west of the proposed UP 
tracks. 


Proposed Conditions 

The WSX tracks would be constructed on a raised embankment constructed above the 100-year 
base flood elevation through this area. Runoff from the ballasted track way would be directed to 
the confluence of the L-l and L-I0 Channels through the cross-culvert built as a part of the city’s 
grade separations project. 


No increase in peak flow to the L-l Channel is expected to occur as a result of the WSX 
Alternative in this area. If increases in peak flow are expected in the L-10 channel as a result of 
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project implementation, it will be designed accordingly to contain the flow and will not result in 
any adverse effects to the 100-year floodplain in this area. 


Additional facilities to be constructed in this location include a maintenance access road and 
access areas to the SFPUC’s 60- and 66-inch water lines. The designer is to provide adequate 
drainage incorporating permanent BMPs as described in Section 9.05. 


9.08 STA S1 2306+00 to 2307+50 
Paseo Padre Parkway Overhead Structure 


See Figure 9 in the Draft Conceptual Storm Drainage Report, BART Warm Springs Extension 
(PB Team 2003a). 


Existing Conditions 

As described previously, Fremont will construct the Paseo Padre Parkway underpass as a part of 
its grade separations project. The structure for the BART WSX track crossing over Paseo Padre 
will also be built as a part of the city’s grade separations project. 


Paseo Padre Parkway is currently an impervious surface that drains to the north to the L-1 
Channel. Drainage from the WSX structure will be directed to local drainage facilities that will 
ultimately drain to the L-1 Channel as well. 


FEMA Flood Zone Information 

The WSX Alternative area in this location appears on the FEMA FIRM Community 

Panels 065028 0030 C, revised 2/9/2000, and 0031 B, revised 5/2/1983. This area is designated 
as Zone C, as an area of minimal flooding. 


Proposed Conditions 

The WSX project would place the tracks and complete the overhead structure constructed by the 
city’s grade separations project. Drainage patterns in this area would not be affected by this part 
of the WSX project. 


9.09 STA S1 2307+50 to 2340+00 
Paseo Padre Parkway to (Optional) Irvington Station 


See Figures 9, 10, 11, and 12 in the Draft Conceptual Storm Drainage Report, BART Warm 
Springs Extension (PB Team 2003a). 


Existing Conditions 

Upon completion of the city’s grade separations project, the WSX Alternative area between 
Paseo Padre Parkway and Washington Boulevard will consist of the former WP cut section and 
the relocated former SP trackway. Runoff from the WSX Alternative area in this location splits 
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to the north to Paseo Padre and the L-l Channel and to the south to Washington Boulevard and 
ultimately the ACFCD K-1 Channel. 


The city’s grade separations project will provide a grade separation from roadway traffic at 
Washington Boulevard. The intersection of Washington and Driscoll/Osgood Roads will be 
raised to allow the WSX and relocated former SP tracks to cross underneath. 


FEMA Flood Zone Information 

The WSX Alternative area in this location appears on the FEMA FIRM Community 

Panels 065028 0030 C, revised 2/9/2000, 0031 B, revised 5/2/1983 and 0033 C revised 2/9/2000. 
This area is designated as Zone C, as an area of minimal flooding. 


Proposed Conditions 

Runoff from the WSX embankment would be directed to drainage ditches that would maintain 
the existing flow patterns to the north and south. Runoff would filter through the track ballast 
before flowing down the earthen embankment side slopes to the drainage ditches. 


9.10 STA S1 2340+00 to 2361+00 
(Optional) Irvington Station to ACFCD K-1, K Channels 


See Figures 12, 13, and 14 in the Draft Conceptual Storm Drainage Report, BART Warm 
Springs Extension (PB Team 2003a). 


Existing Conditions 

The BART station at Irvington is considered an optional station. Drainage facilities specific to 
this optional station have not yet been designed; this will be considered when the Irvington 
Station design is initiated. 


Upon completion of the city’s grade separations project, this location will consist of the former 
WP embankment and the relocated former SP tracks. This area contributes runoff to the 
confluence of the K and K-1 Channels to the south. 


FEMA Flood Zone Information 

The WSX Alternative area in this location appears on the FEMA FIRM Community Panel 
#065028 0033 C revised 2/9/2000. The area west of the former WP embankment is designated 
as Zone C, as an area of minimal flooding. In the vicinity of the K-1 and K Channels, it is 
designated as Zone AH, as a special flood hazard zone with a base flood elevation ranging from 
62.75 (NAVD88) to 65.75 (NAVD88). 


The ACFCD is requiring that the base flood levels be maintained in this area to prevent 
exacerbating downstream flooding problems in a nearby residential area. The base flood 
elevation overtops the former WP track by about 2 feet at the K Channel crossing. The K and 
K-1 Channels are discussed further below in Section 10.0. 
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Proposed Conditions 
The WSX track and embankment would be constructed above the FEMA base flood elevations 
in this area. 


Runoff from the WSX trackway would be directed to drainage ditches that would maintain the 
existing flow pattern to the south. Runoff would filter through the track ballast before flowing 
down the side slopes and draining to the embankment ditches. 


The K Channel crossing would be improved to prevent flow over the WSX tracks, but, as 
described above, must maintain upstream base flood levels. The proposed modifications to the 
K and K-I Channels are discussed in Section 10.0. 


9.11 STA S1 2361+00 to 2406+00 
ACFCD K-1, K Channels to ACFCD | Channel 


See Figures 14, 15, 16, 17, and 18 in the Draft Conceptual Storm Drainage Report, BART Warm 
Springs Extension (PB Team 2003a). 


Existing Conditions 
The WSX area in this location consists of the former SP and WP embankments and undeveloped 
land between the trackways. This area drains to the south to ACFCD I Channel. 


FEMA Flood Zone Information 

The WSX Alternative area in this location appears on the FEMA FIRM Community 

Panel 065028 0033 C revised 2/9/2000. The area east of the former WP embankment is 
designated Zone B, as described in Section 9.06. The area west of the former WP embankment 
is designated as Zone C, as an area of minimal flooding. 


Proposed Conditions 
The WSX Alternative would maintain existing drainage patterns to the I Channel in this location. 
ACFCD facilities are discussed further in Section 10.0. 


9.12 STAS1 2406+00 to 2424+50 
ACFCD | Channel to ACFCD J Channel 


See Figures 18, 19, and 20 in the Draft Conceptual Storm Drainage Report, BART Warm 
Springs Extension (PB Team 2003a). 


Existing Conditions 

The WSX area in this location consists of the former WP and SP embankments and undeveloped 
land between the trackways. The area is generally flat, bounded by I Channel to the north and J 
Channel to the south. 
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FEMA Flood Zone Information 

The WSX Alternative area in this location appears on the FEMA FIRM Community 

Panel 065028 0033 C revised 2/9/2000. This area is designated as Zone C, an area of minimal 
flooding, from the ACFCD I Channel to south of Auto Mall Parkway, and Zone B, as described 
in Section 9.06, from south of Auto Mall Parkway to the ACFCD J Channel. In addition, the 
area east of the former WP embankment along the J Channel is designated as Zone AH, as a 
special flood hazard zone, with a 100-year base flood of 33.75 (NAVD88). See Section 10.0 for 
further discussion. 


Proposed Conditions 

The WSX trackway would be above the FEMA base flood elevation at the ACFCD J Channel 
crossing. As in the case of the K Channel, the existing base flood elevations must be maintained 
to not adversely affect downstream residential areas. See Section 5.0 above for further 
discussion. 


9.13 STAS1 2424+50 to 2434+00 
ACFCD J Channel to ACFCD H Channel 


See Figures 20 and 21 in the Draft Conceptual Storm Drainage Report, BART Warm Springs 
Extension (PB Team 2003a). 


Existing Conditions 

The WSX area in this location consists of the former WP and SP embankments and undeveloped 
land between the trackways. The area is generally flat, with a gradual slope to the north to the 

J Channel. 


FEMA Flood Zone Information 

The WSX Alternative area in this location appears on the FEMA FIRM Community 

Panel 065028 0033 C revised 2/9/2000. This area is designated as Zone B, as described in 
Section 9.06. The area east of the former WP embankment comprises a part of the special flood 
hazard zone behind the J Channel, Zone AH, with a 100-year base flood of 33.75 (NAVD88). 


The capacity of the H Channel, where it crosses under the former WP and SP embankments, is 
sufficient to convey the 100-year flow. See Section 10.0 for further discussion. 


Proposed Conditions 


The WSX Alternative would maintain existing drainage patterns to the J Channel in this 
location. Design considerations regarding the J Channel are described in Section 9.12. 
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9.14 STAS1 2434+00 to 2448+00 
ACFCD H Channel to Grimmer Boulevard Overhead Structures 


See Figures 21 and 22 in the Draft Conceptual Storm Drainage Report, BART Warm Springs 
Extension (PB Team 2003a). 


Existing Conditions 

The WSX area in this location consists of the former WP and SP embankments and undeveloped 
land between the trackways. The WSX Alternative area in this location is generally flat and 
bounded to the north by H Channel, and to the east by H-1 Channel. 


FEMA Flood Zone Information 

The WSX Alternative area in this location appears on the FEMA FIRM Community 

Panel 065028 0033 C revised 2/9/2000 and 0046 D revised 2/9/2000. This area is designated as 
Zone C, as an area of minimal flooding. 


Proposed Conditions 

The WSX Alternative trackway would widen in this area as it approaches the proposed Warm 
Springs Station. This widened embankment would cover the area occupied by the existing H-1 
Channel. Further discussion of the channels is found in Section 10.0. 


9.15 STAS1 2448+00 to 2450+00 
Grimmer Boulevard Overhead Structures 


See Figure 22 in the Draft Conceptual Storm Drainage Report, BART Warm Springs Extension 
(PB Team 2003a). 


Existing Conditions 

The UP crosses over Grimmer Boulevard on two overhead structures. Drainage from the 
Grimmer Boulevard underpass is pumped to a gravity line that ultimately drains to the H-1 
Channel through two 48-inch reinforced-concrete pipe culverts. 


The WSX Alternative area in this location consists of impervious roadway surface. 


FEMA Flood Zone Information 

The WSX Alternative area in this location appears on the FEMA FIRM Community Panel 
065028 0046 D revised 2/9/2000. This area is designated as Zone C, as an area of minimal 
flooding. 


Proposed Conditions 


The WSX Alternative would replace the eastern Grimmer Boulevard overhead structure with 
two structures that would accommodate the tracks approaching the Warm Springs station. The 
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designer would provide deck drains to convey runoff to the H-l Channel from the north end of 
the structure. 


Since the existing area consists of an overhead structure over a paved roadway, the additional 
width of the proposed structures is not expected to increase runoff to the downstream H-1 
facility. Because slightly more precipitation would be intercepted by the two proposed 
structures, the flow to the underpass pump station would be decreased as a result of the 

WSX Alternative in this location. 


9.16 STA S1 2450+00 to 2470+00 
Grimmer Boulevard Overhead Structures to Warm Springs Station Site 


See Figures 22, 23, and 24 in the Draft Conceptual Storm Drainage Report, BART Warm 
Springs Extension (PB Team 2003a). 


Existing Conditions 

The WSX area in this location consists of the former WP and SP embankments and undeveloped 
land between the trackways. The project site for the Warm Springs Station consists of 
undeveloped land bounded to the north by Grimmer Boulevard, to the east by Warm Springs 
Boulevard, and to the west by the New United Motor Manufacturing Incorporated (NUMMI) 
yard. Runoff from this area flows to the northwest corner to an inlet to the H-1 Channel. 


FEMA Flood Zone Information 
The WSX Alternative area in this location appears on FEMA FIRM Community Panel 065028 
0046 D revised 2/9/2000. This area is designated as Zone C, as an area of minimal flooding. 


Proposed Conditions 
Conceptual plans for the Warm Springs Station are presented in the Draft SEIR, BART Warm 
Springs Extension (Jones & Stokes 2003). 


The ACFCD staff has stated that existing downstream facilities do not have the capacity to 
handle increased flows from this area and that detention would need to be provided. The 
designer may be required to provide detention facilities to maintain the existing peak rate of 
runoff to the downstream systems. The station design would include permanent BMPs as 
described in Section 9.05. A detention pond may be included in the northwest corner pending 
future plans for transit-oriented development. Flood storage could also be provided in large 
underground pipes with appropriate maintenance provisions. 


9.17 STA S1 2470+00 to 2493+61.85 
Warm Springs Station to End of Tail Track, ACFCD F Channel 


See Figures 24, 25, and 26 in the Draft Conceptual Storm Drainage Report, BART Warm 
Springs Extension (PB Team 2003a). 
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Existing Conditions 
The WSX area in this location consists of industrial properties. 


FEMA Flood Zone Information 

The WSX Alternative area in this location appears on the FEMA FIRM Community 

Panel 065028 0046 D revised 2/9/2000. This area is designated as Zone B, as described in 
Section 9.06. The Zone B designation is likely a result of the 500-year overflow of the 

F Channel. See Section 10.0 for further discussion. 


Proposed Conditions 

There would be tail tracks south of the Warm Springs Station for train storage and for the 
possible future continuation of service to San Jose. The track elevation would be raised to 
provide protection from flooding, and cross drainage would be provided to maintain the 500-year 
overland flow path. 


10.0 Existing and Proposed Drainage Patterns—Alameda County Flood 
Control Facilities 

ACFCD is the local agency with jurisdiction over the flood control facilities in the project area. 
Unless otherwise noted, the channels listed below flow from east to west across the 

WSX Alternative alignment. 

10.01 South Tule Pond 


See Figure 1 in the Draft Conceptual Storm Drainage Report, BART Warm Springs Extension 
(PB Team 2003a). 


South Tule Pond is a detention basin facility immediately south of Walnut Avenue. 

Existing stormwater drainage patterns (inflow, outflow, and detention storage stages) through 
North and South Tule Ponds, as well as the effects of the WSX Alternative embankment with 
mitigation measures, are analyzed and described in detail in the separate report, Draft Tule Pond 
Hydrology Study -BART Warm Springs Extension (PB Team 2003b). 

10.02 Lake Elizabeth 


See Figures 5, 6, and 7 in the Draft Conceptual Storm Drainage Report, BART Warm Springs 
Extension (PB Team 2003a). 


Lake Elizabeth is an artificial lake in Fremont Central Park that serves as a recreation facility in 
the summer months and a detention basin/flood control facility during the winter season. 
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Operation of the WSX Alternative would not change the drainage patterns in this area nor 
permanently affect the functionality of the lake as a recreational or flood control facility because 
the alignment would pass under the lake. 


Construction methods and project phasing will be coordinated with Fremont, RWQCB, and 
ACFCD as preliminary engineering and design progresses. 


10.03 L Channel (Mission Creek) 


See Figures 6 and 7 in the Draft Conceptual Storm Drainage Report, BART Warm Springs 
Extension (PB Team 2003a). 


The L Channel, known as Mission Creek, is the primary source of flow to Lake Elizabeth and 
has known flooding issues. The completed WSX Alternative would not change the hydraulics of 
Mission Creek because the alignment would be located at or below the local groundwater table. 
As a result, seepage of groundwater could occur, and operation of the WSX Alternative would 
potentially require dewatering. BART anticipates subway seepage on the order of 8 GPM. 
Operational pumping of the sump water would take place intermittently at a rate of 150 GPM 
when the sump reaches capacity. Options for discharge include Mission Creek, Lake Elizabeth, 
and a new wetland mitigation area to be developed east of the park. Lake Elizabeth is not an 
impaired waterbody under CWA section 303(d). However, Mission Creek is impaired for a 
variety of pollutants/stressors (California State Water Resources Control Board 2003). 
Discharge of dewatering effluent could result in release of sediments or other contaminants. 


Construction methods and project phasing will be coordinated with Fremont and ACFCD as 
preliminary engineering and design progresses. Line L has a 100-year flow of 3,360 cubic feet 
per second (cfs) in the vicinity of the WSX crossing (Otsuka pers. comm.). 


10.04 L-10 Channel 


See Figure 9 in the Draft Conceptual Storm Drainage Report, BART Warm Springs Extension 
(PB Team 2003a). 


The L-1 Channel is located north of Paseo Padre Parkway. In the location of the WSX 
Alternative crossing, the city’s grade separations project will combine flow from the L-l Channel 
with the L-10 and contain the flow within two 72-inch pipes. The combined 100-year flow of 
the two channels is 296 cfs (Washington Infrastructure Services 2002). The new system will 
contain the 100-year storm event. 
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10.05 L-1 Channel 


See Figure 9 in the Draft Conceptual Storm Drainage Report, BART Warm Springs Extension 
(PB Team 2003a). 


The L-1 Channel is located north of Paseo Padre Parkway and will be contained within two 
59-inch x 81-inch elliptical pipes and routed to the north to join the L-10 Channel with the 
construction of the city’s grade separations project. In the location of the WSX Alternative 
crossing, the original L-l Channel will be filled by construction of the city’s grade separations 
project detour road. The new system will contain the 100-year storm event. 


10.06 K-1 Channel 


See Figures 13 and 14 in the Draft Conceptual Storm Drainage Report, BART Warm Springs 
Extension (PB Team 2003a). 


The K-1 Channel is located south of Washington Boulevard to the east of the former WP 
embankment at the site of the optional Irvington Station. The peak 100-year flow in the channel 
is 267 cfs (Otsuka pers. comm.). 


The K-1 Channel crosses perpendicular to the proposed WSX Alternative alignment in a 66-inch 
reinforced-concrete pipe and continues to the west under the former SP embankment. With a 
slope of 0.4%, this concrete pipe’s full flow capacity is estimated at 227 cfs. It appears to have 
sufficient capacity to convey the 100-year base flow without overtopping the WSX Alternative 
embankment, which has a top-of-rail elevation of 69.0 feet in this location, approximately 10 feet 
above the top of the 66-inch reinforced-concrete pipe. This will be confirmed during final 
design. 


10.07 K Channel 
See Figure 14 in the Draft Conceptual Storm Drainage Report, BART Warm Springs Extension 
(PB Team 2003a). 


The K Channel crossing of the WSX Alternative alignment is located just south of the K-1 
Channel crossing. The K Channel has a 100-year base flow of 1,795 cfs in this location (Otsuka 
pers. comm.). 


The channel flow splits between two flow paths. The original channel crossing consists of a 
6-foot x 5-foot reinforced-concrete box culvert under the former WP that leads to an open 
channel section followed by a 6-foot x 5-foot arch-shaped concrete pipe under the former SP 
embankment. Insufficient flow capacity and the resulting upstream flooding problems in the 
area led to the construction of a second crossing consisting of a 72-inch reinforced-concrete pipe. 
With an average slope of 1%, the combined full flow capacity at this crossing is estimated at 
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680 cfs, 38% of the 100-year base flow, and higher flows continue to overtop the UP 
embankments. 


Channel improvements would be required at this crossing to prevent the water level from 
overtopping the WSX Alternative embankment as currently occurs to the UP embankments. 
Potential improvements could include replacing the box culvert and open channel sections with 
72-inch pipe and providing the additional required flow capacity in three additional 72-inch 
pipes or a 6-foot x 12-foot box culvert, but this would require working under the active former 
SP trackway and disturbing existing utilities such as fiber optics and a Kinder Morgan fuel line. 
Current in-progress plans show a series of emergency overflow pipes crossing under the 
proposed WSX trackway, set at the existing top of former WP embankment elevation. These 
would allow rising floodwaters to pass under the WSX trackway and maintain existing flow 
patterns and water levels. Further analysis of this design is underway, and ACFCD comments 
are pending. 


As mentioned in Section 9.10, ACFCD has expressed that the flooding upstream of this crossing 
cannot be transferred to the downstream residential areas. Design of this drainage system at this 
location must account for this requirement by maintaining the existing water surface elevation 
while providing increased flow capacity and protection of the WSX Alternative. In addition, 
flood storage within the FEMA Zone AH adjacent to the WSX alignment on the east side, along 
the K-1 channel, would have to be replaced if filled by the project. This could potentially be 
achieved by excavating drainage swales along the side of the embankment. 


10.08 I Channel 


See Figure 18 in the Draft Conceptual Storm Drainage Report, BART Warm Springs Extension 
(PB Team 2003a). 


The I Channel crosses the WSX Alternative alignment north of Auto Mall Parkway. The 
100-year flow for this channel is 245 cfs (Jones & Stokes 2003). 


The channel crossing consists of approximately 100 feet of 84-inch reinforced-concrete pipe 
followed by approximately 60 feet of 7-foot x 4-foot reinforced-concrete box culvert. 


The capacity of this channel crossing may have to be increased to protect the WSX Alternative. 
ACFCD has commented that this channel has no history of flooding and there is no flooding at 
this channel shown on the FEMA FIRM, but this channel was not studied for the FEMA FIS for 
Fremont (Federal Emergency Management Agency 2000a). 


10.09 J Channel 


See Figures 19 and 20 in the Draft Conceptual Storm Drainage Report, BART Warm Springs 
Extension (PB Team 2003a). 
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The J Channel is located south of Auto Mall Parkway and has a 100-year flow of 560 cfs (Jones 
& Stokes 2003). The channel crossing at the WSX Alternative alignment location consists of 
140 feet of dual 72-inch reinforced-concrete pipes at a 0.7% slope. Each pipe is estimated to 
have a full flow capacity of 383 cfs, or a combined 766 cfs, sufficient to convey the 100-year 
flow. 


This system is to be analyzed in depth in conjunction with the H Channel to verify that existing 
upstream base flood levels are not transferred downstream. As is the case along the K-1 channel, 
flood storage within the FEMA Zone AH adjacent to the WSX alignment on the east side, 
between the J and H Channels, would have to be replaced if filled by the project. This could 
potentially be achieved by excavating drainage swales along the side of the embankment. 


The FEMA FIS for Fremont (Federal Emergency Management Agency 2000a) states that weir 
flow occurs over the former WP embankment between the J and H Channels, although the 
embankment height ranges from elevation 36.2 to elevation 37.7 (NAVD88), between 2.5 feet 
and 4 feet above the base flood elevation of 33.75 (NAVD88) that is shown (Federal Emergency 
Management Agency 2000a). It also states that both the J and H Channels have 100-year 
capacity, although the reference may be to the area downstream of the UP crossings where they 
return to open channel sections and the FIRM notes “Zone A contained in channel” for each. 


10.10 H Channel 


See Figure 21 in the Draft Conceptual Storm Drainage Report, BART Warm Springs Extension 
(PB Team 2003a). 


The H Channel is located north of Grimmer Boulevard and has a 100-year flow of 589 cfs 
(Jones & Stokes 2003). The channel crossing at the WSX Alternative alignment consists of a 
20-foot length of 10-foot < 6-foot reinforced-concrete box culvert followed by a 40-foot length 
of 12.5-foot x 5-foot reinforced concrete box culvert under the former SP embankment. With an 
approximate slope of 1%, the culverts have a flow capacity of approximately 900 cfs, sufficient 
to convey the 100-year flow. 


10.11 H-1 Channel 


See Figures 21 and 22 in the Draft Conceptual Storm Drainage Report, BART Warm Springs 
Extension (PB Team 2003a). 


The H-1 Channel flows to the north as an open channel along the eastern side of the former WP 
track and combines flow with the H Channel. It receives flow from the south from the Grimmer 
Boulevard underpass pump station through two 48-inch reinforced-concrete pipes. It also 
receives flow from the east from the H-3 Line at the terminus of Prune Avenue. At the 
confluence of the H-1 Channel and the H-3 Line, the 100-year flow is 82 cfs (Otsuka pers. 
comm. ). 
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As mentioned above in Section 9.0, the WSX Alternative trackway would begin to widen in the 
vicinity of the H-l Channel as it approaches the proposed Warm Springs Station. This would 
require that the H-1 Channel be contained within a closed culvert to allow for the trackway to be 
placed in this area. 


10.12 H-3 Line 


See Figure 22 in the Draft Conceptual Storm Drainage Report, BART Warm Springs Extension 
(PB Team 2003a). 


The H-3 Line is a closed culvert that flows west along the northern side of Prune Avenue. At the 
terminus of Prune Avenue, the H-3 Line consists of a 42-inch reinforced-concrete pipe culvert 
that discharges to the H-1 Channel. 


As mentioned above, the 100-year flow at the confluence of the H-1 Channel and the H-3 Line is 
82 cfs (Otsuka pers. comm.). 


10.13 F Channel 


See Figure 26 in the Draft Conceptual Storm Drainage Report, BART Warm Springs Extension 
(PB Team 2003a). 


The F Channel is located south of the site of the proposed Warm Springs Station. The channel 
consists of an 8-foot x 6-foot reinforced-concrete box followed by an 8-foot x 6.5-foot concrete 
arch under the NUMMI yard. The 100-year flow is 945 cfs (Jones & Stokes 2003). 


The FIS states that upstream flooding occurs because of inadequate culvert capacity (Federal 
Emergency Management Agency 2000a). This is shown as Zone A6 on the FIRM, which also 
states that the 100-year flood is contained within the culvert under the UP crossings. 


As described above in Section 9.17, the project area north of the F Channel is designated as 
FEMA Zone B, as an area between the limits of the 100-year and 500-year flood. The WSX 
Alternative trackway would be constructed so that it does not interfere with the 500-year flow 
path from east to west. In-progress plans show emergency overflow culverts below the WSX 
trackway, set at the existing UP top-of-rail elevation (similar to those described at the K channel) 
to allow rising flood waters to pass from east to west under the WSX trackway and maintain 
existing flood levels and flow patterns. 


11.0 Regulatory Overview—Drainage and Floodplain Regulations 


FEMA administers the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) to provide subsidized flood 
insurance to communities complying with FEMA regulations that limit development in 
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floodplains. FEMA issues FIRMs for communities participating in the NFIP. These FIRM 
maps delineate flood hazard zones in the community. 

Executive Order 11988 (Floodplain Management) addresses floodplain issues related to public 
safety, conservation, and economics. The policy applies to projects that would significantly 
encroach into the floodplain and requires that findings be made to ensure that the following goals 
are achieved. 

= Avoidance of incompatible floodplain development. 

= Consistency with the standards and criteria of the NFIP. 


= Restoration and preservation of the natural and beneficial floodplain values. 


Federal guidelines were developed for implementing Executive Order 11988 directives that 
outline an eight-step decision-making process, as follows. FHWA has developed regulations (23 
C.F.R. Part 650, Subpart A) for location and hydraulic design procedures of projects that 
significantly encroach on the floodplain. 

= Step 1: Determine whether a proposed action would take place in the base floodplain. 

m= Step 2: Identify a process that will be used for public review. 

= Step 3: Identify and evaluate practicable alternatives to locating in the base floodplain. 


= Step 4: Identify the impacts of the proposed action. 


m= Step 5: Minimize threats to life and property and to natural and beneficial floodplain values, 
and restore and preserve natural and beneficial floodplain values. 


m Step 6: Reevaluate alternatives. 
m= Step 7: Issue findings and a public explanation. 


m= Step 8: Implement the action. 


12.0 Property at Risk 


Throughout the WSX Alternative area there are numerous creeks, drainage channels, and storm- 
drain facilities that cross the proposed WSX alignment and that would need to be protected, 
relocated, or modified to accommodate project construction and satisfy BART, local agency, and 
FEMA criteria. Flooding is a concern along the northeastern portion of Lake Elizabeth and 


28 


July 6, 2004 
Page 29 


along Mission Creek (Lines L, L-10, and L-1), Crandell Creek (Line K), Cafiada de Aliso 
(Lines J, I, H, and H-1), the unnamed tributary to Laguna Creek shown as drainage Line H in 
Table 1, and Agua Caliente Creek (Line F). Where the WSX Alternative alignment crosses 
some of these drainages, flow exceeds the capacity of the conveyance structures during extreme 
flood events, and water moves as sheet flow across the existing railroad embankments (Federal 
Emergency Management Agency 2000a). 


As mentioned above in Section 9.0, ACFCD has expressed that the flooding upstream of certain 
crossings cannot be transferred to downstream residential areas. Design of these drainage 
systems would account for this by maintaining the existing water surface elevation while 
providing increased flow capacity and protection of the WSX alignment. 


The WSX Alternative would increase conveyance capacity at the crossings as needed. 
Therefore, it is expected that property in the vicinity of the WSX alignment would not be at risk 
for flooding in the post-flood project base flood condition, thereby reducing risk to life and 
property. Additionally, the WSX Alternative trackway would be constructed so that it neither 
interferes with the 100- or 500-year flow path from east to west nor increases flooding 
downstream. 


13.0 Evaluation of Impacts 

13.01 Risk Associated with Implementation 

As described previously, the WSX Alternative would reduce risk to life and property and would 
not increase flooding downstream. The latter outcome would be achieved through increased 
conveyance at crossings as needed. The WSX Alternative would not affect water surface 
elevations in a manner that would result in loss of life or property. 


13.02 Impacts on Floodplain Values 


Potential impacts on floodplain values would be limited to those temporary impacts associated 
with construction of the crossings. 


13.03 Support of Incompatible Floodplain Development 
The WSX Alternative, which would serve as an extension to the current BART alignment, is 
consistent with surrounding land uses and floodplain values. The improvements associated with 


the WSX Alternative are not intended to open new areas to development. As such, the 
WSX Alternative would not support incompatible floodplain development. 
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13.04 Minimization of Floodplain Impacts 

Temporary construction-related impacts would be minimized through the implementation of 
normal construction precautions and strict adherence to the Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan, mitigation measures stipulated in the environmental document, and any additional 


measures specified in permit conditions to be developed during the permit process. 


In its permanent condition, the WSX Alternative would increase flood protection at the described 
crossings. This outcome represents an improvement to existing floodplain conditions. 


13.05 Restoration and Preservation of Floodplain Values 

Floodplain values would be preserved and/or restored from the temporary effects of project 
construction by implementing the appropriate permit conditions developed during the permit 
process. The WSX Alternative itself would be local to the existing crossings and would not 
significantly affect existing floodplain values. Some temporary impacts associated with 
construction are anticipated. 

13.06 Alternatives to Significant Encroachment 

The WSX Alternative does not represent a significant encroachment, as defined in the Federal 
Aid Policy Guide 23 CFR 650A (23 CFR 650.101 through 23 CFR 650.117). Alternatives to the 
WSX Alternative are not required because there would not be a substantial effect. 

13.07 Alternatives to Longitudinal Encroachment 

The WSX Alternative does not represent a significant longitudinal floodplain encroachment, as 


defined in the Federal Aid Policy Guide 23 CFR 650A (23 CFR 650.101 through 23 CFR 
650.117). 
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Cultural Resources Information 


Appendix E-1 

Consultation and Coordination with 

California Department of Parks and Recreation, 
Office of Historic Preservation 
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May 18. 2044 


hr. Michael Mcetiict 

Caliionna Department of Farks and Reercation 
Mee of Histone Preservation 

1416 9" Street, Room 1442.7 

pacramente, CA F424 


RE: BART Warm Springs Extension KES 
Dear bir. Metivirt: 


The San Francises Bay Area Rapid Transit District (HART), in coordination with 
the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) as federal lead agency, is caren 
preparing an Envinwionental Impact Statement (HIS) der the BART Wann SPIES 
Pxtetsion OWS X 9 project, BART is responsible tor WU ementing acdivities 
associated with the FS. including compliance with historic preservation act 
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& Stokes will comact you shortly te discuss the preject on KART’ s behalf and sut 
Wp our initia) cotesultation meeting. Clonk forward tu talrontinci ris Lae 
environmental team wd meeting vou at that lime 


I you have any questions, please call Donald Dean, the environmental coordinater 
for the Wann Springs Extension EIS, al (410) 874-734 1. 
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June 10. 2004 


Mir. Kichsel Metre 

Califomia Department of Parks and Mecreatian 
Office af Histone Preservation 

1416 9° Street, Roc 1442-7 

Sacraments, CA G4296 


RE: BATE Wann Sprimes Extension EIS 


rear heir, hto(Girt: 


‘Thank you for speaking with BART's consultant Jones & Stokes rewarding the 
Warm Spnmgs Fxtension Project. Ia response do your request tor additional 
iTifirctoation, Jones At Stokes bas provided the atlached memorandum, which 
provides addiberial induration revarcding the potential for buried archaeotogical 
deposits and how buricd resonrces would he wlentifed acd treated. The 
mommindurn also provides Clarification ou the locations for the previously 
exuaalled paring oF the archauclgical site (A-ATA-343, us well as a staiunet 
regardiie the potential for the proposed WSX alternative havice an adverse effect 
on this site, 


Purlkennore, we are peeve an epdaicd slateaient réparding (he potctial 
slistibicanee for the Gallegos Winery aang with Joue achitecloral resanrecs 
within the Area of Potertiad Elect thal appear eligrhle for the Maticiual Ricwisicr oF 
Whstortc Places, 


Polhawing receipt of this mumocandiuot. BART would like lo meet with the (ice 
of Fiistone Preservation to uiscuss the mssucs menioned above and comiion ihat 
the spproach by BART and the Vederal Transit Administration to Section 1fi 
compliance 15 epprapmate. | anticipate dat Jones & Stokes will contact you to 
comlunue discussing the project on BART's behalf and set op a consndtation 
mectine. (look fornvard ta meeting you at Uiat tine. 


If you have any questions, please call Dongld ean, dee areiruronentat 
courdinabor bar the Wari Springs Racension EUS, at 6S PG) 74-734 b. 


Sincurchy: 


Udamn-> 
Bhan Tasvul Adams 
Ocoup Manaeer 
Wien Spies Extensnim Project 
Bay Arca Rapid Transit Mostoet 


Attachments: 


Ce: 


File: 


ti. Bean 

Th. Weowan 
Siskin 

A. Kothan 
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Jones & Stokes 


Memorandum — 


Dai: June ¥, 24 
Ti Sate Office of Historie Preservation 


From: Barbra Siskin, Jowes & Stokes Archaeologist on bebalf of the San Francisco 
Bay Arca Rapid Transit District (HART) 
Subiecl Request for Consultation foc BART Warcn Springs Ratension Project 


f. Inirodluction 


This meéemOrindum wis prepurd Response to qucsdions pep.irdling the BART Wann Springs 
Fatensin Project (WA) received from ibe Office of Historic Preservation (S11PO) dune 
Informal consaliation. Specifically, BART was requested to provide intonuation regarding che 
TeHential For buried archaeological deposits bated on ciated Corsiiction imfornadion and 
Petcarch on the peoniureligy eb lhe poopesce area, anu mn forrcialion me garding how such tamed 
reaourees Would le pened and treated. Alay cequested wae cluntivation regarding the curect 
locateans for lhe previsdy cxcayiled portions ye the orchaeolapical site (A-AlA-344) autside 
af the Areaal Potential Ebfeed CAPER (BP ipure bad ane ae statement resacding the potential for the 
nropowed WS altemative having an adverse effoct on ie site. 


AUG MILE Tinned are also peovidiog an updated sleeiment resardinye the peeled sun fivenee for 
the Gallows Wunery as well ag for arghitetaral pesqumces within tbe APY ibe appear clit 
for the Matgnal Register of Aisteric Plies (NRE), 


Upon receipd of this menvorandum, BART is requesting a mecting with the Office of Histone 
Preservation to: DP} review the proposed apprdact roe ibe identitication of patential buried 
deposits, 2) verigy Chat the project will have an adverse effect om CA-ADA-}d45, 4) conficoy teat 
the approach by BART ancl the Fedeca) Transit Achmunisication (PT Ad tt Seation 10 comphance 
far the prayect, inching the cxcculeon of a Memorandum of Agreement (hi04) tetvecn SEP, 
PTA, and LART is appropriate, and 4) discuss a finding of no adverse cifects on ihe) MIRE? 
élipible ancliutectucal rescutces Caddibamal mfarmation oa the Towth property 1 peadices}. 


IE. Fotentiol for Discovery of Subsurlace Archacological Deposits Within the APE 


The WS08 Project arca is within the wet lowlands of Alameda and Coyote Creeks, adjaceat to the 
base of the many resource rich bills. Tatensive archatolopicak sides are common in his type oF 
rich, hintically diverse gnvicgnemnent. The bolleainge qliscassicn provides a sunmmuicy regard 
how scnsitivity colena hare bon applied io the prajest AVG and haw the potential for burica 


268 Caran vvcenae - Caklad CA Toba 4 - oe SIN? tux FP FS HL 
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cultural deposits in various portions af the APE will be addressed and documented tn the 
inventory report. 


Several steps have been laken to cxamine the potcnial for the presence of bevied archacological 
deposits within the APT (Figures ba, Vb, and 1c). Jones & Stokes has examined the construction 
methods and plans for the propased project. The results of this process have revealed that 4 
miniinal amaunt of the project alignment will actually impact subsurface soils that arc acccssible 
for testing. Fhe follwing sectica descnles the nicthods esed ja determing areas oF 
archacological sensitivity within the APE. 


Aris of Subsurface Disturbance 


The project alignment bas been divided inty sexments in order to discuss the particular arcas of 
disturbance thal will ccur as a resull of the proposed progect. Each scginent is also discussed in 
terms of its sensitivity far the poesence of bund archacalaical depuaits based on the boring, 
logs, and geclagica) pnfyrmation cumently availabic, 


# Seyment 1; North End of APE. lo Marthern Subway Portal 

Sensitivity: This entire anca is considered highly sensitive for the presence af 
archaecloical deposits duc to the likelihood thar CA-ALA-343 extends from the east and 
west inte the ROMY. His also likely that the site extends south from ils cument plotted 
Incalion towards Stevenson Boulevard. [tis proposed that this entice portion of the APE 
be subjscted to subsurface archaeulogical desting prior ia cansimactian as outlined in a 
Memorandon ot Agreement ane Treatmecat Plan. 


Disturbance: Extensive distuchance in this area will be required to construct the clevatet 
stoucluce and relocate 4 Tool detention ama between the hwo kinaw blocs at CA-ALA 343, 


® Sepment 2: Sulavay Tunnel Kencath Central Purk ated Lake Elizabeth 
Rensitivity: The soils in dhis scament are comprised of Molocenc alluvium and Fasua 
depasits which indicale a high Jevel of sensitivity for the presence of buried 
atchaeclopical depassirs. 


Distuetance: This segment encompasses the length of the subway tunnel wher cut and 
cover construction i3 proposed. The subsurface disturzance will be extensive as the witlth 
of the tonne! excavation will le ad least DOO fect wide, Thane will be additional 
disturbanoc rented to Como SCL ILies. 


® Sepinent 34: Southern Subway Portal do Paseo Padre Porkway 

Sensilivity: This area is considered to have high sensiuvity for buded archacalogical 
deposits based an Uhe fact that the young alluvial soils in this area were deposited in the 
Holocene and ane jess ian POOKK} years ofd. 


Jung ?, 


Parc 3 


AH 


Disturbance: “1his segment encompasses the sctliem subway poral and aabty icnching 
from traction power substation (hualk a eed) on fill} approximately TOHE feet north of 
Paseo Padre Parkway to the point where the BART aligoment joins the easiem Unio 
Pucifie Railnjad (JPRR} tracks, likely in fil. Minimal disturbance subsurtace will occur 
in this ace. 


# Scement 4: Paseo Padre Markway to Washington Eoulevard and Irvington Station 
Sensitrvity: There is a moderate to high level of sensitivity im this segment as ue sols are 
generally Pleisigcens ape albuvial departs (1 OAM): 1.2 million years old) and 
undiffercntiaicd alii tape cannot be determined). 


Disturbance: ‘Chis segment inchades the intersection of BART alignment and Pasco Padre 
Parkway: abutment on the north, middle and south side of Paseo Padre Parkyay and the 
inerection of BART alignment and Washington Boulevard: albulinent on the north, 
midi and south side of Washington Boulevard. While much atthe alipnient will be 
constinicied on the existing WPRR wacks, on Gill there will be limited subsurface 
disturbance at both intersections te construct grade scpacations and al the locwicn of ube 
propoded Irvingben Station, 


® Segment §; Urvingtun Station 10 Grimmer Boulevard Overpass 
Sensitivity: The soils ia this segment are from the Gelgcene pened! and ace considered 
highly scnslive far lhe presence of buried deposits. 


Disturbance: "This pooion of the wipnimeac will be constructed on existing UPRE trucks. 
There “ill be a drainage channel under the oligiment kecated just south of the Leington 
Station and une soulh of Auto Mall Parkway. A icactian power substation ill be located 
senth of Blasaw Rigad. Minimal subsurface disturbance is cxpected, Aq the intersection of 
BART alienment and Grimmer Boulevard dhece will be an abutment on tbe perth, middle, 
and south side of Ginmmer Boulevard. In general there will be minimal subsurlsce 
disturbance in this segnient. 


« Seement 6: Grimmer Boulevard to End of Algnment 
Sensitivity: There is a high sensitivily For the presence of burned archaralypical deposits 
in this scemenl because the waderiying soils are [rom the Holocene period, 


Bisturbance: There will be oxtensive subsurface disturbance for the construction of the 
Wann Spnnps Station. All other pans of this segment will be built on exestiog tracks, at 
rracde. 


LIL, Proposal for identification and Evaluation of Potential Subsucfuce Archaeological 
Deposits 


BART is requesting that all subsurtace testing be deferred ta later time in the WSA project, 
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following execution of he MOA and Treatment Plan. In order to locate boned sites within Whe 
Project APE, the following procedures are writer consideration far future ireplenricebaciie. 


Project segments have been chussified into three broad types ol sensitivity: Very High, High, and 
High te Moderate. Each of these classifications is reached via consideration of known sites, 
gelling, and sedioent type. This infoomation ts then compared apsinsl proposed construction 
impacts, with msaurce identification and ieatnent activitics varying accordingly 


® Yory High Sensitivity, Because of the presence of a known site, impacts to Segment | 
will he addressed in an MOA and Treatment Plan. 


# High Sensitivity: To west for buricd cultural matenals in areas woth fielacene period 
alluvium where subsurface disturbance is proposed, backhoe imenches should ba 
excavated in Open arcas on a nepolar god at 130-meter intervals, The depth of trenches 
should be to the maximum reach of the machine or wetih ground wateris reached. Sail 
descriptions aad profiles should be drawn os needed. A peoarchacologist will be preseal 
during: this testing activity and will wee their judgement to carte oF to Bont backhoe 
testing within the Basin Sediments. Inthe cuse of the sulpvay tunnel), monitoring is 
Proposed for qlisturbance occurring as deep as 5 meters al precamstructiin excavation 1s 
not possible due to the presence of Lake Elizabeth, 


# High to Moderate Sensilivity: Plcistpcene and Undifferentiated Ailuviumi in these 
seporents stuuld by tested via backhoe trenches at 20R)-oneber miterals, in open Apres as 
available, and only where subsurface disturbance is praposed. These trenches showld be 
excavated below lhe proposed depth of construction, which in the al-yrade areas lay be 
fanly shallow. Hased open the results of this effort and sediment conditions, Che 


penarchaesologist may recommend a closer trenching interval within the Pleistocene and 
Undifferentivted Alla vium. 


Regartdicss of the sensitivity level of the arca, ef the project will ma result in subsurface 
disturbance in a particular ovation, no subsurface investigations will be required. 


LY. Finding of Adverse Effects an CA-ALA-343 

Based on numerous, previously contlucted field investigations, 11 appears that ibe WA APE will 
extend through previously unidentified portions af CA-ALA-343. ‘There is a strong possibility 
that the construction of the alignment on an embankment through Tule Pond and associated 
CONstruclion wctivities could affect unidentified portions of the site east of Tule Pond. Althaugh 
dala are ned availeble tp dirtenmine the precise boundaries of CA-ALA-343, ois clearly an 
extensive site. Ifihe site extends southcas1 of Tule Pond toward Stevensen Ruulevard, ihe 


construction of bath the embankraent through Tule Pond and the subway for ihe prapased action 
wechaled severely umpaeck thers site. 
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¥. Update of Status of Gallegos Winery anil Associated Ruins 

In the cultural resources investigation forthe WSK CRGA document, the 2009 Supplemental 
Enviranmental hopact Report, Jones & Stokes found that the Gallegos Winery and atecciated 
histone landscape features appranal te mest the criterta for eligibility for listing in the Cali forma 
Register of Historic Resources (CRHR), and are therefore considered significant historical 
rezources for CROA purposes (Chavez clad. (9), Welltam Self Azeociates 2002). The properly 
is alsu Leted ax a pray historical resource in the Fremont Generel Plan (City of Fremont 
ISL, as amended). The Willtatm Self Associates (WSA 2002) report details dhe results of their 
investigation and identifies the Gallegos Winery a3 a significant histone archeological resource 
that wppcars lo meet the cotena for listing in the CRHE and the NRHP. The report 
recommended archacological test excavation Lo comply with CBOA as a mitigation measure For 


potential significant impacts on the histunie winery CWSA 2002) For the Fremont Grade 
Separatcoc Proyect. 


In 2003, William Self Associates OVSA 2003) conducted archacclogical testiag and evaluated 
the Winery for its potential clighility for inclusion in the CRHE, The Ws 2003 imvestipaben 
included additional archival research, photographic docurmentalion to Histone Amencen 
Building Survey {HABS) standacds, preeonsteuction testing bo evaluate the vertigal ani 
horizontal boundaries of the sile, and a magmetic peophysical curvey of portions af ihe sie (WA 
203}. The WSA report (2003) conckeded that the siructural remains of the Gallegos Winery are 
elipible for listing: en the CRUE and dhe NRHP and the subsurface urchaculugical component of 


lhe Gablepos Winery dees ool meet the significance cotena fer bylusiam im the CREDA or the 
MEAP. 


The researel and testing methods of the grhaealegical investigation appear to meet the 
reyuirements Of Section 104 compliance, The additional research conducted for the Wh. 2005 
iInvestivalion mcloded mitipation measures that were implersented to reduce the impacts of the 
City of Fremunt’s Grade Separation project on the histane stroctural ecmiaias OF the Winery. 
BART anticipates that no fudher action will be required to mitigate the effects of the BART 
WSX project on the simclural remains of che Gallegos Winery, 


VL Architectural Resuucces 

There are four properties within the Architectural APE of the WSX project thal ave cligible for 
listing in the NEF: 1) Heteh Herchy Aquaduct, 2) Durham House (42539 Osgood Read), 4) the 
Horner House, and 4) the Ford Howse (41753 Oseoed Roady. It does not appear Ubal rhe 
proposed project will have an adverse effect on first three prupentics nared above and BART 
anticipates 4 finding of no adverse effect for these properties. We are currently conducting 
additional research regarding: the effects of the project on the Focal Thause. 


¥L BART is requesting a meeting with (he State Mixterie Preservation Officer to discuss 
the following ttems of consultation: 
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# SHPC} concurrence on the proposed approach to identify potential subsurtace archaegloytcal 
ce posits within the APE and deferral of subsurface testing ontil afer the caccution of ihe MOA 
and ‘Treatment Pian 


« SHPO concurrence on the Finding of Adverse Effects for CA-ALA-343, 


* SHPO concumence reparding HART'’s apprvach vo Section 106 compliance including the 
preparation of a Treatment Plan for CA-ALA-343 and a Memarindum of Agreement to be 
mecliod boiween HART, PPA and SHPO. 


« SHPO concurrence on no adverse effects to three architectural resources: 1} Heich Hetehy 
Aquaduet, 2} the Durham House (12539 Qsrood Road), and 9) the Homer House. 


SOUS 9INOSaY [e4N}N>D JO SUOI}EIO7 PUL $}>dajJJ [eIWUA}OY Jo Raly 
ey, ainbi4 


dYIS BOINOSAI [eINYND 
juowuble aloe UOIUA) 
yoyo jenuajod 

jo ease jOa[oid pasodold 
juawubiye joeloid pasodoig 


‘ZOOZ SAOIS 3 SaUOf :saqIs BduNOsaJ jeinyjNd !Z7OOZ HOUJexULNg SUOSIeY :sjJuaWUBIe puke aseq jelay :aDIN0S 


29} 
————_—_—_—— 
00r 002 0 002 


NY 


4 


oe = ae 


— + ae. a 
7, coos ae 
oss 
ae 


Se 
See as 
Soo %, 


Sa 


x 


¥0°LZ0b0 


ren Sl 
~: 


Ebe-VjlVzV 


SIUS dd4INOsSay [v1N}IN>D JO SUOI}LIO7 PUL S}DaJJJW [BI}UGJO_ JO ealy 
QL aanbi4 ‘ZOOZ S201 BW SauOf ‘says adsnOsau jeunynd ‘ZQOZ JousayULIg SUOSJeY :s}JUaUUBIe pue aseq jeliay :a2un0S 


199 
00r 002 0 00Z 


od 


= 
Se ie eas 
mr 


>? 


hE 


r. surg os poobsg 


B — om. 


cam 
tees 
a " 


SIS BduNOsa_ ;eINYIND 
juswuble oyloeg UOIUl) 
yoy jeluajod 

jo ease yoofoid pasodold 
juowubiye jooloid pesodold 


v0 LZ0v0 


SOUS adsNOsay Je1N}N>D JO SUOI}EIO7 PUL $}d9JJq [eIJUB}OY JO ealy 


>, ainbi4 


199 


O0v 002 0 002 


‘ZOOTZ S201 3 SauOf :says Bd41NOsai jeunynd ‘Z7QOZ HOusaeyULNg suOSsJeg :s}JUaUUBIe puke aseg jelay :81NOS 


aS BoJNosead jeunyjno 
juewuble oIoeg UOIU 


poaye jenuaj}od 
jo eae yOaloud pasodoig 
juowuble yosloid pesodosd 


om ES) 


"= 5 wii ie, r, 
qos ore 


ae Sepa 
ie Sa Soo 
OSes 
f ary 
sas 
= 


v0'LZ0v0 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA — THE RESOURCES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor 


OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION 


DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION via 
P.O. BOX 942896 - 


SACRAMENTO, CA 94296-0001 

(916) 653-6624 Fax: (916) 653-9824 
calshpo@ohp.parks.ca.gov 
www.ohp.parks.ca.gov 


30 January 2006 
In Reply Refer To 
FTA040430A 

Shari Adams 
Warm Springs Group Manager 
San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
P.O. Box 12688 
Oakland, California 94604-2688 
SUBJECT: SECTION 106 CONSULTATION ON THE BART WARM SPRINGS EXTENSION 


PROJECT, CITY OF FREMONT, ALAMEDA COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 


Dear Ms. Adams, 


This letter responds to the requests of the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART), 
on behalf of the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), to initiate formal consultation under 36 CFR Part 
800, the regulation that implements Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (16 
U.S.C. 470f), to concur in the several determinations and the finding of effect that the FTA have made for 
the subject undertaking, and to review and provide comment on a draft memorandum of agreement 
(MOA) and a draft historic properties treatment plan (HPTP) for the undertaking. 


The FTA initiates consultation under Part 800 through BART’s letter of 22 February 2005, and 
requests that I concur that 


(1) the area of potential effects (APE) for the undertaking “has been appropriately delineated,” 

(2) “the identification and evaluation efforts conducted to date are adequate to develop an MOA,” 

(3) “additional identification and evaluation efforts for prehistoric resources located within the 
APE can be deferred until after execution of the MOA,” 

(4) archaeological site CA-ALA-343 “meets NRHP [National Register of Historic Places] eligibility 
criterion D in accordance with 36 CFR 800,” 

(5) the Hetch Hetchy Aqueduct Bay and Peninsula Division Pipeline Nos. 1 and 2, the William Y. 
Horner House, and the Gallegos Winery are eligible for inclusion in the National Register of 
Historic Places “in accordance with 36 CFR 800.4,” 

(6) a “phased process of identification and evaluation for CA-ALA-343 (CFR 800.4(b)(2))” is 
appropriate, and 

(7) the undertaking may, if one or several circumstances ultimately occur, have an adverse effect 
“in accordance with CFR 800.5.” 


The letter further requests that I review a draft MOA for the undertaking, and a subsequent BART letter 
of 21 March 2005 requests that I review a draft HPTP that is to be attached to that MOA. 


I provide comment here on the basis of my review of the above letters and the September 2004 
draft Inventory and Evaluation Report of Cultural Resources and Finding of Effect for BART Warm 
Springs Extension, Alameda County, California (draft Inventory Report). 


APE DETERMINATION 


I am presently unable to concur that the FTA’s determination of the APE for the undertaking, 
pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.4(a)(1), is adequate. There is no description of the APE in the FTA’s letter of 22 
February, nor a reference to such a description. I am assuming here that the APE description (p. 5) and 


SHARI ADAMS FTA040430A 
31 JANUARY 2006 
PAGE 2 of 4 


the APE figures (figures 2a—2c) in the draft Inventory Report represent the area on which the FTA 
requests my comment. The APE in the draft Inventory Report is not, in my opinion, consistent with the 
definition of such an area at 36 CFR § 800.16(y). The description of the APE on p. 5 does not evidence 
FTA’s consideration or determination of a vertical component for the APE. Neither the subject 
description nor the subject figures clearly include the archaeological deposits of CA-ALA-343 in the APE. 
And the “parcels within and adjacent to the project area” in the “architectural APE” appear largely to not 
have been included in the APE. I recommend that the FTA revise the description and the figures of the 
APE to better comport with the regulatory definition of such an area. The FTA could then simply 
incorporate these revisions into the agreement document for the undertaking. 


IDENTIFICATION AND EVALUATION OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES 


With regard to items (2), (3), and (6) above, I do not object to the FTA’s desire to use a phased 
process, pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.4(b)(2), to conduct its identification and evaluation efforts. I do need 
to know, however, exactly what that process will be, so that the FTA and I can consult on the implications 
of the results of each phase. If the FTA will concisely describe the phases of the proposed process and the 
agency’s rationale for each phase, clarify the phases in the process that the agency believes it has 
completed, and summarize the results of each completed phase, then I will be able to provide comment on 
what I understand to be the overall status of the agency’s identification and evaluation efforts. 


CONSENSUS DETERMINATIONS 


I am presently unable to concur in the FTA’s determination that CA-ALA-343 is eligible for 
inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (National Register), because I do not have sufficient 
information on the property to base an opinion. While the FTA provides various bits of information on 
the property in the draft Inventory Report, I can find no synthesis of our present knowledge of the 
boundary of the property, or the potential significance or integrity of the property’s different 
archaeological components. A current, composite boundary for the property that draws on the research 
now available would be useful to our consultation. If the FTA does not presently wish to compile the 
documentation to support the agency’s determination of the property’s National Register eligibility, then I 
would not object if the agency were to assume such eligibility. I would appreciate knowing how the FTA 
intends to resolve the National Register status of this property. 


I concur with the FTA’s determination that the Hetch Hetchy Aqueduct Bay/Division Pipelines 
Nos. 1 and 2 segment is eligible for inclusion in the National Register under Criteria A, B, and C. The 
property has strong associations with the construction of the Hetch Hetchy dam and reservoir and the 
development of a reliable water source that fueled the growth of the City and County of San Francisco. 
The property also has strong associations with Michael M. O’Shaughnessy, the City of San Francisco 
engineer responsible for the Hetch Hetchy Aqueduct. In addition, the property has retained its integrity 
of design, materials, workmanship, setting, feeling, and association with its historic period of significance. 


I concur with the FTA’s determination that the Gallegos Winery is eligible for inclusion in the 
National Register under Criteria A and B for the property’s structural remains and associated features. 
The structural remains and associated features include the remnants of the winery walls and foundation, 
an historic landscape of six palm trees in a semicircular arrangement, and miscellaneous, surficial historic 
debris. This aspect of the property has strong associations with the development of local agriculture in 
the Fremont-Irvington district and was one of the area’s largest commercial enterprises during its 
operation. The property also has strong associations with the Gallegos family, one of the largest 
landowners and employers in the Fremont area in the late 19th century. If the FTA were to make a future 
determination that the subsurface archaeological deposits of the property do not contribute to the 
winery’s National Register eligibility, then I would be able to concur with that determination. 


I concur with the FTA’s determination that the William Y. Horner House (3101 Driscoll Lane, 
City of Fremont) is eligible for inclusion in the National Register under Criterion B. The property has 
strong associations with William Y. Horner, one of the earliest settlers in the Fremont area. Horner and 
his partners established one of the largest and most innovative farming operations in the Bay Area, and 
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established the first steamboat ferry on the San Francisco Bay to move produce to San Francisco. Horner 
and his brother also established Washington College of Science and Industry, the first institution of 
higher learning in Alameda County. 


If the FTA were to determine, in the future, that 


44960 Old Warm Springs Road 

41655 Osgood Road 

43033 Osgood Road 

43055 Osgood Road 

41075 Railroad Avenue 

Irvington Pumping Station Complex 

Former Nineteenth Century Western Pacific Railroad Alignment 
Former Twentieth Century Western Pacific Railroad Alignment 
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properties in the City of Fremont, were not eligible for inclusion in the National Register under any of the 
Criteria for Evaluation at 36 CFR § 60.4, because none of the properties have strong associations with 
significant historical events or persons, or are examples of outstanding architectural or engineering 
design or function, then I would be able to concur with those determinations. 


I acknowledge that the FTA concludes, on the basis of recent field observation, that the prior 
consensus determinations (Office of Historic Preservation File No. FHWA010705B, 13 August 2001) for 
the Ford House (41753 Osgood Road, City of Fremont) and the Dr. J.H. Durham House (42539 Osgood 
Road, City of Fremont) remain valid: the properties are eligible for inclusion in the National Register. 


FINDING OF EFFECT 


I am presently unable to concur with what I understand to be the FTA’s finding, pursuant to 36 
CFR § 800.5(d)(2), that the implementation of the undertaking may adversely affect historic properties. 
The FTA does not as yet appear to have chosen the undertaking alternative that the agency will build and, 
thus, the agency cannot know what the potential scope of the undertaking’s effects, adverse or otherwise, 
may be. The ability of the FTA to fully assess the undertaking’s effects on historic properties would 
appear to be further hindered by the fact that the agency, due to the character of the phased identification 
and evaluation process that it appears to envision, does not know whether archaeological site CA-ALA- 
343, a potential historic property, may be in the undertaking’s APE, and, consequently, whether the 
undertaking may affect it. If my understanding of the status of the planning process for the undertaking 
is correct, then it would not appear that the FTA will be able to fully determine the effects of the 
undertaking prior to the undertaking’s approval. Under these circumstances, I would recommend that 
the FTA forego the declaration of a formal finding of effect and re-draft the draft MOA as a programmatic 
agreement (PA) under 36 CFR § 800.14(b)(4)(ii). 


DRAFTS OF THE MOA AND THE HPTP 


The drafts of the MOA and the HPTP are presently under review. Should the FTA decide that a 
PA would better fit the needs of our consultation, I would be willing to assist the FTA in the conversion of 
the MOA toa PA. Until I hear how the FTA would like to proceed on this matter, I will continue and 
conclude my review of the consultation process in the present draft MOA and the treatment proposals in 
the draft HPTP. 


If you feel that a meeting would help to expedite the resolution of the issues that I raise above, I 
would be happy to host such a meeting in my office. Please contact Mike McGuirt of my staff at your 
earliest convenience at916.653.8920 or at mmcguirt@ohp.parks.ca.gov to arrange a meeting, or to 
discuss any other questions or concerns that you may have. 


SHARI ADAMS 
31 JANUARY 2006 
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Sincerely, 
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Milford Wayne Donaldson, FAIA 
State Historic Preservation Officer 

MWD/mdm 

ce: 


FTA040430A 


Leslie T. Rogers, Regional Administrator, Region Ix—Federal Transit Administration, San 


Francisco 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA — THE RESOURCES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor 


OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION a 2 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION via 
P.O. BOX 942896 - 


SACRAMENTO, CA 94296-0001 

(916) 653-6624 Fax: (916) 653-9824 
calshpo@ohp.parks.ca.gov 
www.ohp.parks.ca.gov 


27 February 2006 


In Reply Refer To 
FTA040430A 


Kathleen K. Mayo 

Deputy Executive Manager 

Transit System Development 

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
P.O. Box 12688 

Oakland, California 94604-2688 


RE: REQUEST FOR CONCURRENCE OF FINDINGS AND ONGOING CONSULTATION FOR BART WARM 
SPRINGS EXTENSION (WSX), ALAMEDA COUNTY, CALIFORNIA [FURTHER SECTION 106 
CONSULTATION ON THE BART WARM SPRINGS EXTENSION PROJECT, CITY OF FREMONT, 
ALAMEDA COUNTY, CALIFORNIA] 


Dear Ms. Mayo, 


This letter is a response to the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District’s (BART) recent 
effort to clarify, on behalf of the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), a number of points in our ongoing 
consultation under 36 CFR Part 800, the regulation that implements Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 (16 U.S.C. 470f), as amended. 


BART’s letter of 16 February 2006 requests that concur that 


(1) “the area of potential effects (APE) for the undertaking has been appropriately determined and 
documented,” 

(2) “phased identification and evaluation for portions of CA-ALA-343 that may exist in the project’s 
area of direct impact pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.4(b)(2) is appropriate,” 

(3) “archaeological site CA-ALA-343 is eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic 
Places (National Register) under criteria A and D,” 

(4) anumber of built environment resources are not eligible for inclusion in the National Register, 

(5) “there are no archaeological deposits associated with the Gallegos Winery that contribute to the 
winery’s National Register eligibility under criterion D,” and 

(6) the subject undertaking will adversely affect historic properties. 


APE DETERMINATION 


I am presently unable to concur that the FTA’s revisions to the undertaking’s APE result in a 
determination that adequately comports with the definition of such an area at 36 CFR § 800.16(d). The 
southern portion of the APE, which the FTA transmits under separate cover of 16 February 2006 from its 
consultant Jones & Stokes, does not appear to include a number of properties that have been subjects of 
our consultation. Horner House, Gallegos Winery, and Hetch Hetchy Aqueduct are examples of 
properties that are not clearly in the revised APE. It is also unclear whether the revised APE encompasses 
the area in which the implementation of the undertaking may indirectly affect historic properties. Rather 
than allowing this issue to further impede the progress of our consultation, I would like to reiterate the 
recommendation that I made in my letter of 30 January 2006 that the FTA simply incorporate the 
necessary revisions to the APE into the proposed agreement document for the undertaking. 


KATHLEEN K. MAYO FTA040430A 
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IDENTIFICATION AND EVALUATION OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES 


With regard to item (2) above, as I stated in my letter of 30 January, I do not object to the FTA’s 
wish to phase its identification and evaluation efforts, pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.4(b)(2), nor do I object 
to the agency’s clear intent to provide for the completion of those efforts in the proposed agreement 
document for the undertaking. The FTA does not, however, provide in its letter of 16 February the 
information on the phasing of the identification and evaluation process that I request in my letter of 30 
January. As with the resolution of the APE determination above, I would prefer that this issue not further 
impede our consultation. Rather than continuing to try and resolve this issue in the context of our 
correspondence, I recommend that the FTA make the appropriate revisions to the proposed agreement 
document to convey and account for the requested information. 


CONSENSUS DETERMINATIONS 


I concur, on the basis of information in enclosure 1 to your 16 February letter and in the 
September 2004 draft Inventory and Evaluation Report of Cultural Resources and Finding of Effect for 
BART Warm Springs Extension, Alameda County, California (draft Inventory Report), with the FTA’s 
determination that 


CA-ALA-343 
is eligible for inclusion in the National Register under Criteria A and D. 


I concur further, on the basis of information in the draft Inventory Report, with the FTA’s 
determinations that 
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properties in the City of Fremont, are not eligible for inclusion in the National Register. 


I also concur, on the basis of the July 2003 Archaeological Testing at the Gallegos Winery, 
Washington Boulevard and Osgood Road, Fremont Grade Separation Project, Fremont California, with 
the FTA’s determination that the subsurface archaeological deposits of the Gallegos Winery property do 
not contribute to the winery’s National Register eligibility. 


FINDING OF EFFECT 
I am now able to concur with the FTA’s finding, pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.5(d)(2), that the 


implementation of the undertaking, as presently proposed, will adversely affect historic properties. 


The collaborative review and revision of the draft memorandum of agreement (MOA) and draft 
historic properties treatment plan (HPTP) continue. The FTA, BART, and I have agreed to conclude 
consultation on and execute the MOA prior to the conclusion of our consultation on the HPTP. 


Please direct any questions or concerns that you may have to Project Review Unit archaeologist 
Mike McGuirt at 916.653.8920 or at mmcgu@parks.ca.gov. 


Sincerely, 


KATHLEEN K. MAYO FTA040430A 
27 FEBRUARY 2006 
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State Historic Preservation Officer 
MWD/mdm 
ce: Leslie T. Rogers, Regional Administrator, Region Ix—Federal Transit Administration, San 


Francisco 


Appendix E-2 
Draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) 


As of the date of this FEIS publication, BART, FTA, and the State Historic 
Preservation Officer are negotiating a Memorandum of Agreement. The latest 
version, dated June 2006, is attached. This agreement has not been executed and may 
still be subject to change. Attachments referenced in the MOA are not complete and 
are not included. 


DRAFT-Version 6 
June 2006 


MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN THE FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION AND 
THE CALIFORNIA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER 
REGARDING THE DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION OF THE SAN FRANCISCO BAY 
AREA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT’S WARM SPRINGS EXTENSION, 
ALAMEDA COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 


WHEREAS, the U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration 
(FTA) may provide funds for the design and construction of the San Francisco Bay Area 
Rapid Transit District's (BART) Warm Springs Extension (Undertaking), a proposed 5.4- 
mile addition to BART’s present system to be built from the Fremont Station south to a 
new station in the Warm Springs district of the City of Fremont in Alameda County, 
California and illustrated in attachment A to this memorandum of agreement (MOA); and 


WHEREAS, the FTA finds that the Undertaking will adversely affect archaeological site 
CA-ALA-343 and may adversely affect the Ford House (Historic Resource Inventory No. 
138623) and the Gallegos Winery ruin, properties that the FTA has determined, in 
consultation with the California State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), to be eligible 
for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (National Register) and, 
therefore, historic properties as defined at 36 CFR § 800.16(I)(1); and 


WHEREAS, the FTA has consulted with the SHPO in accordance with 36 CFR Part 
800, the regulation that implements Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act (16 U.S.C. 470f), as amended (Act), and has notified the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation (Council) of the adverse effect finding pursuant to 36 CFR § 
800.6(a)(1); and 


WHEREAS, the FTA, after thoroughly considering alternatives to the Undertaking, has 
determined that the design constraints on the Undertaking preclude the possibility of 
avoiding adverse effects to archaeological site CA-ALA-343 during the Undertaking’s 
implementation, has further determined that it will resolve, to the extent possible, the 
adverse effects of the Undertaking on CA-ALA-343, and, should the implementation of 
the Undertaking ultimately include the construction of Irvington Station, will also resolve, 
to the extent possible, the adverse effects on the Ford House and the Gallegos Winery 
ruin through the execution and implementation of this MOA; and 


WHEREAS, BART has participated in this consultation and the FTA has invited the 
agency, pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.6(c)(2), to become a signatory to the MOA; and 


WHEREAS, BART is responsible for implementing activities associated with the project, 
including compliance with section 106 regulations, FTA has delegated to BART the 
authority to work directly with the SHPO and others; and 


WHEREAS, BART, as delegated by FTA, has been in consultation with The Ohlone 
Indian Tribe (Tribe) and continues to consult with the Tribe regarding the Undertaking 
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and its adverse effect on CA-ALA-343, and FTA has invited the Tribe, pursuant to 36 
CFR § 800.6(c)(3), to concur in this MOA; 


NOW, THEREFORE, the FTA and the SHPO agree that, upon FTA’s decision to assist 
with the implementation of the Undertaking, the FTA shall ensure that the Undertaking 
is implemented in accordance with the following stipulations in order to take into 
account the effects of the Undertaking on historic properties, and further agree that 
these stipulations shall govern the Undertaking and all of its parts until this MOA expires 
or is terminated. 


STIPULATIONS 
The FTA shall ensure that the following measures are carried out: 
I. AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECTS 


A. The present area of potential effects (APE) for the Undertaking is depicted in 
attachment A, Figures 1-3. Figures 1-3 also depict the area of direct impact 
(ADI) for the Undertaking alternatives presently under consideration. 


B. If modifications to the Undertaking, subsequent to the execution of this MOA, 
necessitate the revision of either the APE or the ADI, BART shall consult with 
the SHPO on the adequacy of the subject revisions. If BART and the SHPO 
cannot reach agreement on the adequacy of the revisions, then BART and 
the SHPO shall resolve the dispute in accordance with section D of stipulation 
IV, below. If BART and the SHPO reach mutual agreement on the adequacy 
of the proposed revisions, then BART shall submit a final map of the revisions 
no later than 30 days following such agreement. Any additions to the APE 
that result from the application of the process in this stipulation shall be 
subject to the phased historic property identification process in the final 
version of the Historic Properties Treatment Plan for BART Warm Springs 
Extension, Alameda County, California (HPTP), which will be attachment B to 
this MOA and is described further in stipulation II below. 


Il. TREATMENT OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES 


A. BART shall prepare and implement a final version of the HPTP that 
concludes the phases of historic property identification that BART chose to 
defer until after FTA’s approval of the Undertaking, provides for historic 
property identification in any areas added to the APE as a result of the 
process in section B of stipulation |, takes into account the adverse effect 
of the Undertaking on CA-ALA-343 and the potential adverse effect of the 
Undertaking on the Ford House and the Gallegos Winery ruin, and 
addresses any unanticipated effects or discoveries that may result from 
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the Undertaking’s implementation. The final version of the HPTP will be 
the successor to the March 2005 draft of the plan, will reflect the input of 
the parties to this MOA, will be made final through consensus among the 
signatories to this MOA prior to the onset of any activity related to the 
Undertaking’s implementation, will be appended to this MOA as 
attachment B, and will begin to be implemented prior to or concurrent with 
the onset of any activity related to the Undertaking’s implementation. 


B. 1. BART has submitted a March 2005 draft of the HPTP to the SHPO and 
FTA. [Please insert the names of those to whom the draft has been 
distributed]. These parties shall have 30 days from the execution of this 
MOA to comment. Failure to respond within this timeframe shall not 
preclude the FTA from finalizing the HPTP. Before it finalizes the HPTP, 
the FTA will provide the SHPO and the other MOA parties with 
documentation indicating whether and how any comments from these 
parties will be incorporated into the final HPTP. Unless the SHPO or the 
other MOA parties object to this documentation within 15 days following 
receipt, the FTA may finalize the HPTP as it deems appropriate, distribute 
copies to the other MOA parties, and thereafter proceed to implement the 
final HPTP. 


2. Any party to this MOA may propose an amendment to the HPTP at any 
time. Such amendment will not require that the MOA be amended. 
Disputes regarding amendments proposed hereunder shall be addressed 
in accordance with section D of stipulation IV. 


C. The final version of the HPTP will, ata minimum, address the following 
subject areas: 


1. Deferred Historic Property Identification 


a. The HPTP will describe the methods that will be employed to complete 
the final phases of historic property identification. More specifically, the 
HPTP will build on the identification efforts completed to date (see 
attachment C) and will specify where and under what circumstances 
further efforts to identify significant archaeological deposits will take place. 


b. Within 30 days after BART has determined that all fieldwork required 
under stipulation Il.A.1.a has been completed, BART will ensure 
preparation and concurrent distribution to the other MOA parties, for 
review and comment, a brief letter report that summarizes the rationale of 
the field efforts and the preliminary findings that are their result. 


2. Resolving Adverse Effects on CA-ALA-343 
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a. The HPTP will describe research objectives and methods that will be 
employed to determine whether significant archaeological deposits 
associated with CA-ALA-343 are present in the APE that could be affected 
by the Project. 


b. BART will implement the HPTP prior to construction-related ground 
disturbances. The specific areas of construction-related ground 
disturbance, which will be identified during final engineering design, will be 
incorporated into the testing portion of the HPTP, and those areas will be 
the focus of research, testing, and data recovery if deemed necessary, as 
described in the HPTP. 


c. BART will consult with tribes and other interested Native Americans 
during the development of the HPTP to solicit their views on the contents 
of the HPTP, the public interpretation of the archaeological record, 
treatment of burials, and the scope of data recovery. 


3. Resolving Adverse Effects on Built Environment Properties 
a. Gallegos Winery 


BART will stabilize and preserve in place, in accordance with the 
Secretary of the Interior's Standards, the structural remains of the winery 
and retain as many of the historic palm trees as feasible. The measure of 
feasibility will be the degree to which a palm tree or trees compromises 
the functional design of the optional Irvington Station . Specific plans for 
the protection and preservation of the winery will be described in detail in 
the HPTP. BART will make every prudent and feasible effort to 
incorporate the existing landscape features, including the aforementioned 
palm trees, into the proposed optional Irvington Station walkway and 
parking lot. An appropriate barrier or fencing will be placed between the 
proposed walkway/parking lot and the structural remains so that the site is 
protected, yet visible to the public. At the conclusion of the undertaking, 
BART will also display an interpretive plaque or sign near the winery ruin 
explaining the history and significance of the site, and why it is in the 
public interest to preserve and interpret the ruin. 


b. The Ford House 


BART will hire a qualified cultural resources management specialist to 

prepare photography and construction drawings of the Ford House. The 
photographs will be large-format (4°x5” or larger negative size) black and 
white style, and will be processed for archival permanence in accordance 
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with the Historic American Building Survey (HABS). Images of the 
building shall include contextual views of the building in its setting, 
elevation views, and details of character-defining features. 


BART will also ensure the completion of a written historical and descriptive 
report for the Ford House. This report will provide a physical description 
and historical context for the building and discuss its significance under 
applicable NRHP criteria. The report will be prepared in accordance with 
the NPS HABS/HAER Guidelines: HABS Historical Reports, October 
2000. 


Copies of the documentation prescribed in this stipulation shall upon 
completion be retained by BART and also be provided to local historical 
societies (e.g. Alameda County) and to the Northwest Information Center 
of the California Historical Resources Information System at Sonoma 
State University, Rohnert Park and to other interested parties upon 
request. 


BART will rehabilitate the Ford House, if appropriate, and will explore 
adaptive reuse options for the building. All plans and specification for the 
undertaking shall be developed and executed in accordance to guidelines 
established in the “Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment 
of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, and 
Restoring, and Reconstructing (1995). BART shall submit to SHPO for 
review and comment all plans and specifications that are prepared for this 
undertaking. BART shall also ensure that plans and specifications are 
modified in accordance with SHPO comments, if any. 


4. Construction Monitoring, Unanticipated Effects, and Discovery 


A. Extent of Archaeological Monitoring and the Role of the Archaeological 
Monitor 


Archaeological monitoring will occur during the implementation of the 
Undertaking to ensure that any historic properties found in the APE are 
duly considered. 


1. Procedures for monitoring excavation and sediment removal in the APE 
will be as follows: 


a. Excavation and sediment removal will be monitored at National 
Register eligible archaeological sites following completion of 
investigations conducted as part of the phased identification efforts 
described in stipulation II.A.1 above or as part of data recovery efforts 
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described in stipulation II.A.2, and in areas with high sensitivity for 
buried sites, as identified in the HPTP. 


b. All archaeological monitors would check in with the Resident Engineer 
prior to entering the construction area. In addition, all monitoring 
activities would be reported daily on a Daily Monitoring Record form on 
each day that a monitor is present on site. 


c. The number of monitors at any given area would be based on the level 
of archaeological sensitivity and construction effort as described in the 
HPTP. 


2. The following portions of the APE would require an archaeological 
monitor: 


a. The entire APE, in the vicinity of CA-ALA-343, from Walnut Avenue to 
Fremont Central Park where there would be considerable subsurface 
construction activity for both embankment footings and the subway that 
would begin north of Stevenson Boulevard and extend underneath 
Fremont Central Park. 


b. Once the approximate site boundaries of CA-ALA-343 are determined 
during the phase identification efforts described in the HPTP, a buffer 
zone of 300 meters (980 feet) beyond the determined archaeological 
site boundaries of CA-ALA-343. 


c. The subway excavations would be below the reach of backhoe testing 
and would extend to depths of at least 12 meters (40 feet). The upper 
levels of this excavation would take place in what is currently defined 
as young alluvium sediments, which have a high sensitivity for 
containing buried cultural resources. 


d. All areas of construction in the ADI would be sampled by backhoe as 
described in stipulation II.A.1 of the HPTP. If it became evident that 
this was not feasible, areas below the reach of backhoe testing would 
also need to be monitored, wherever feasible and safe, as described in 
the HPTP. 


B. Archaeological Monitoring Field Protocol 


1. Monitors would carefully inspect spoils and vertical cuts (as safety 
conditions permit) for archaeological evidence. If potentially significant 
resources were encountered, the archaeological monitor may temporarily halt 
or redirect construction activities surrounding the discovered resources that 
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require further investigation to determine significance. The newly discovered 
resource may also be fenced off to protect it from vandalism and inadvertent 
intrusions by machinery. 


2. Testing and evaluation of the discovered resource would be implemented 
following procedures described the HPTP. The manual excavation methods 
employed would depend on several factors, including site structure and the 
type of materials present. If historic properties are identified during 
monitoring that are in danger of being disturbed by construction, and the 
SHPO concurs in the National Register status of such properties, then it 
would be necessary to recover data from those properties, following 
procedures described in the HPTP. However, if identified properties were 
determined not to be eligible for the National Register based, in part, on 
criteria of integrity identified in the HPTP, subsurface investigation would 
cease at the testing and evaluation phase. 


3. Construction activities must avoid any archaeological discovery until the 
project archaeologist indicates in writing that the site area avoidance fencing 
can be removed and construction can resume in the area. This determination 
will be made in accordance with stipulation II.B.2. 


4. Treatment of Human Remains. The MOA parties agree that human 
remains and related items discovered during the implementation of the terms 
of this MOA and of the undertaking will be treated in accordance with the 
requirements of § 7050.5(b) of the California Health and Safety Code. If, 
pursuant to § 7050.5(c) of the California Health and Safety Code, the county 
coroner/medical examiner determines that the human remains are or may be 
of Native American origin, then the discovery shall be treated in accordance 
with the provisions of §§ 5097.98 (a) - (d) of the California Public Resources 
Code. The FTA will ensure that to the extent permitted by applicable law and 
regulation, the views of the Most Likely Descendant(s) are taken into 
consideration when decisions are made about the disposition of other Native 
American archaeological materials and records. 


5. Reporting 


a. Within 30 days after BART has determined that all fieldwork required under 
stipulation Il has been completed, BART will ensure the preparation, and 
concurrent distribution to the other MOA parties, for review and comment, a 
brief letter report that summarizes the field efforts and the preliminary findings 
that result from them. 


b. Within 24 months after BART has determined that all fieldwork required by 
stipulation II.A and II.B has been completed, BART will ensure preparation, 
and subsequent concurrent distribution to the other MOA parties, for review 
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and comment, a draft technical report that documents the results of 
implementing and completing the HPTP. The other MOA parties will be 
afforded 30 days following receipt of the draft technical report to submit any 
written comments to BART . Failure of these parties to respond within this 
time frame shall not preclude BART from authorizing revisions to the draft 
technical report, as BART may deem appropriate. BART will provide the other 
MOA parties with written documentation indicating whether and how the draft 
technical report will be modified in accordance with any comments received 
from the other MOA parties. Unless any MOA party objects to this 
documentation in writing to BART within 30 days following receipt, BART may 
modify the draft technical report, as BART may deem appropriate. 

Thereafter, BART may issue the technical report in final form and distribute 
this document in accordance with paragraph c. of this stipulation. 


c. Copies of the final technical report documenting the results of HPTP 
implementation will be distributed by BART to the other MOA parties, to the 
Northwest Information Center of the California Historic Resources Information 
System (CHRIS) Regional Information Center, and to Native American parties 
subject to the terms of stipulation Ill. 


6. Public Outreach 


a. Public Interpretation. If appropriate, findings from the project will be 
interpreted through public exhibits and materials, which would be prepared by 
BART under the direction of the FTA. BART would propose particular 
interpretive products to all parties of the MOA in a letter. Consideration would 
be given in any public interpretation for the need to maintain confidentiality of 
location, character, and ownership pursuant to Section 304 of the NHPA and 
36 CFR 800.11(c). 


b. Professional Publications. BART will provide for the dissemination of the 
results of the HPTP’s implementation among cultural resources professionals. 
BART shall encourage and support the preparation of publications or 
presentations for professional and popular journals discussing the findings 
gained from the research conducted for this project. 


c. Document Review and Dissemination. The Historic Property Evaluation 
Report or Data Recovery Report, the Popular Report, and the Proposal for 
Public Interpretive Exhibits and Materials shall be completed within 2 years of 
completion of the construction monitoring. BART shall distribute a draft 
version of these documents to all MOA parties for their review and comment. 
The MOA parties would have 30 days in which to review the documents. Bart 
would modify the documents in accordance with timely comments received 
from the reviewing parties. Failure of any party to comment within the 
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specified time frame shall not preclude BART from completing or issuing the 
documents in final form. 


lll. NATIVE AMERICAN CONSULTATION 


BART, as delegated by FTA, has been in consultation with The Ohlone Indian 
Tribe (Tribe) regarding the Undertaking and its potential to affect historic 
properties, will continue to consult with the Tribe, and FTA has invited the Tribe 
to concur in this MOA. Should the Tribe desire to participate in the 
implementation of this MOA, the BART shall consult with the Tribe to reach 
consensus regarding the manner in which the Tribe may so participate, and 
regarding any time frames or other matters that may govern the nature, scope, 
and frequency of such participation. 


IV. ADMINISTRATIVE STIPULATIONS 
A. Professional Qualifications and Standards 


1. Professional Qualifications. Pursuant to section 112(a)(1)(B) of the Act, 
the FTA shall ensure that all actions conducted under stipulation II of this 
MOA shall be carried out by or under the direct supervision of a person or 
persons meeting, at a minimum, the Secretary of Interior's Professional 
Qualifications Standards (48 FR 44738-39) (PQS) in the appropriate 
disciplines. However, nothing in this Stipulation may be interpreted to 
preclude any agent or contractor working on historical documentation from 
using the properly supervised services of persons who do not meet the 
PQS. 


2. Documentation Standards. Written documentation of activities 
prescribed under stipulation II of this MOA shall conform to the Secretary 
of Interiors Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and _ Historic 
Preservation (48 FR 44716-40), as well as to standards and guidelines 
established by SHPO. 


3. Curation and Curation Standards. The FTA shall ensure that, to the 
extent permitted under §§ 5097.98 and 5097.991 of the California Public 
Resources Code, the materials and records resulting from the activities 
prescribed by this MOA are curated in accordance with 36 CFR Part 79. 


B. Confidentiality 


All parties to this MOA acknowledge that information regarding historic 
properties covered by this MOA is subject to the provisions of section 304 of 
the Act, and § 6254.10 of the California Government Code relating to the 
disclosure of archaeological site information and, having so acknowledged, 
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will ensure that all actions and documentation prescribed by this MOA are 
consistent with said statutes. 


C. Resolving Objections 


1. Should any MOA signatory object to the manner in which the terms of this 
MOA are implemented, to any action carried out or proposed with respect 
to the implementation of the MOA, or to any documentation prepared in 
accordance with and subject to the terms of this MOA, the FTA shall 
immediately notify the other parties to this MOA of those objections, and 
shall consult with the objecting party and with the other parties for no more 
than 14 days to resolve the objection. Other MOA parties may also raise 
such objections through any of the signatories to the MOA. Any such 
signatories shall decide whether to raise the objections with the other 
signatories of the MOA. The FTA shall reasonably determine when this 
consultation will commence. If the objection is resolved through such 
consultation, the action subject to dispute may proceed in accordance with 
the terms of that resolution. If, after initiating such consultation, the FTA 
determines that the objection cannot be resolved through consultation, the 
FTA shall forward all documentation relevant to the objection, including 
the FTA’s proposed response to the objection, to the Council, with the 
expectation that the Council will, within thirty (30) days after receipt of 
such documentation, do one of the following: 


a. advise the FTA that the Council concurs in the FTA’s proposed 
response to the objection, whereupon the FTA will respond to the 
objection accordingly. The objection shall thereby be resolved; or 

b. provide the FTA with recommendations, which the FTA will take into 
account in reaching a final decision regarding its response to the 
objection. The objection shall thereby be resolved; or 

c. notify the FTA that the objection will be referred for comment, pursuant 
to 36 CFR § 800.7(c), and proceed to refer the objection and comment. 
The FTA shall take the resulting comment into account, in accordance 
with 36 CFR § 800.7(c)(4) and section 110(1) of the Act. The objection 
shall thereby be resolved. 


2. Should the Council not exercise one of the foregoing options within 30 
days after receipt of all pertinent documentation, the FTA may assume the 
Council's concurrence in its proposed response to the objection and 
proceed to implement that response. The objection shall thereby be 
resolved. 


3. The FTA shall take into account any Council recommendation or comment 
provided in accordance with section C.1 of this stipulation, with reference 
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only to the subject of the objection. The FTA’s responsibility to carry out all 
actions under this MOA that are not the subjects of the objection will 
remain unchanged. 


4. Atany time during the implementation of the measures stipulated in this 
MOA, should an objection pertaining to such implementation be raised by 
a member of the public, the FTA shall notify the other MOA parties in 
writing of the objection and take the objection into consideration. The FTA 
shall consult with the objecting party and, if the objecting party so 
requests, with the other MOA parties for no more than fifteen (15) days. 
Within ten (10) days following closure of this consultation period, the FTA 
will render a decision regarding the objection and notify all consulting 
parties hereunder of its decision in writing. The objection will thereby be 
resolved. In reaching its decision, the FTA will take into account any 
comments from the consulting parties regarding the objection, including 
those of the objecting party. The FTA’s decision regarding the resolution 
will be final. 


5. The FTA shall provide the other MOA parties, the Council when the 
Council has issued comments hereunder, and any parties that have 
objected pursuant to section C.4 of this stipulation, with a copy of its final 
written decision regarding any objection addressed pursuant to this 
stipulation. 


6. The FTA may authorize any action subject to objection under section D of 
this stipulation to proceed after the objection has been resolved in 
accordance with the terms of section C. 


D. Amendment of the MOA 


1. Any signatory to this MOA may propose that this MOA be amended, 
whereupon the MOA parties will consult for no more than fourteen (14) 
calendar days to consider the proposed amendment. The FTA may 
extend this consultation period. The amendment process shall comply 
with 36 CFR § 800.6(c)(7). This MOA may be amended only upon the 
written agreement of the signatories. If it is not amended, this MOA may 
be terminated by any signatory in accordance with section E of this 
stipulation. 


2. The Treatment Plan, attachment B, may be amended through consultation 
as prescribed in section B of stipulation II without amending the MOA 
proper. 


E. Termination 


Page 11 


Memorandum of Agreement for the BART WSX Project 


DRAFT-Version 6 
June 2006 


1. If this MOA is not amended as provided for in section D.1 of this 
stipulation, or if any signatory proposes termination of this MOA for other 
reasons, the signatory party proposing termination shall, in writing, notify 
the other MOA parties, explain the reasons for proposing termination, and 
consult with the other MOA parties for at least 30 days to seek alternatives 
to termination. Such consultation shall not be required if the FTA 
proposes termination because the Undertaking no longer meets the 
definition set forth at 36 CFR § 800.16(y). 


2. Should such consultation result in an agreement on an alternative to 
termination, then the MOA parties shall proceed in accordance with the 
terms of that agreement. 


3. Should such consultation fail, the signatory party proposing termination 
may terminate this MOA by promptly notifying the other MOA parties in 
writing. Termination hereunder shall render this MOA without further force 
or effect. 


4. If this MOA is terminated hereunder, and if the FTA determines that the 
Undertaking will nonetheless proceed, then the FTA shall either consult in 
accordance with 36 CFR § 800.6 to develop a new MOA, or request the 
comments of the Council, pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800. 


F. Duration of this MOA 


1. Unless terminated pursuant to section E of this stipulation, or unless it is 
superseded by an amended MOA, this MOA will be in effect following 
execution by the FTA and the SHPO until the FTA, in consultation with the 
other MOA parties, determines that all of its stipulations have been 
satisfactorily fulfilled. This MOA will terminate and have no further force or 
effect on the day that the FTA notifies the other MOA parties in writing of 
its determination that all stipulations of this MOA have been satisfactorily 
fulfilled. 


2. The terms of this MOA shall be satisfactorily fulfilled within seven (7) years 
following the date of execution by the FTA and the SHPO. If the FTA 
determines that this requirement cannot be met, the MOA parties will 
consult to reconsider the terms of this MOA. Reconsideration may include 
the continuation of the MOA as originally executed, amendment of the 
MOA, or termination. In the event of termination, the FTA will comply with 
section E.4 of this stipulation, if it determines that the Undertaking will 
proceed notwithstanding termination of this MOA. 
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3. If the Undertaking has not been implemented within seven (7) years 
following execution of this MOA by the FTA and the SHPO, this MOA shall 
automatically terminate and have no further force or effect. In such event, 
the FTA shall notify the other MOA parties in writing and, if it chooses to 
continue with the Undertaking, shall reinitiate review of the Undertaking in 
accordance with 36 CFR Part 800. 


G. Effective Date of this MOA 


Pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.6(c)(1)(i), this MOA shall become effective on the 
date that it has been fully executed by the FTA and the SHPO. 


V. EXECUTION OF THIS MOA 


Execution of this MOA by the FTA and the SHPO, its subsequent transmittal by 
FTA to the Council in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.6(b)(1)(iv), and subsequent 
implementation of its terms, shall evidence, pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.6(c), that 
this MOA is an agreement with the Council for the purposes of section 110(I) of 
the Act, and shall further evidence that the FTA has taken into account the 
effects of the undertaking on historic properties and has afforded the Council an 
Opportunity to comment on the Undertaking and its effects on historic properties. 
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SIGNATORIES: 

U. S. DEPT. OF TRANSPORTATION, FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION 

By: Date: 
Leslie Rogers 
Regional Administrator, Region IX 

CALIFORNIA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER 

By: Date: 
Milford Wayne Donaldson, FAIA 
State Historic Preservation Officer 

INVITED SIGNATORY: 

SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT 

By: Date: 


Thomas E. Margro 
General Manager 


CONCURRING PARTY: 


THE OHLONE INDIAN TRIBE 


By: Date: 


Attachments: 

Attachment A-Revised APE Maps 

Attachment B-Historic Properties Treatment Plan for BART Warm Springs Extension 
Attachment C-Management Summary of Completed and Proposed Deferred Historic 
Property Identification 
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Document F-1: 
Letter to Fremont Unified School District from Jones & Stokes (June 3, 2004) 


Myra L. Frank $f Jones & Stokes 


June 3, 2004 


Therese Gain FAXED 
Director of Facilities FN aot 
Fremont Unified School District 

4210 Technology Drive 

Fremont, CA 84538 


Re: Request for Information MAILED 
an >! ton4- 
Dear Ms. Gain: 


Our firm, Myra L. Frank / Jones & Stokes, is working with the Bay Area Rapid Transit 
Distinct (BART) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) to prepare environmental 
documentation for the proposed BART Warm Springs Extension in the City of Fremont. 
In order to complete our review of parks and recreational facilities in the project area 
(including school playgrounds ond athictic ficlds), we would preaily appreciate your 
assistance in providing the information listed below related to the playgrounds and 
athletic fields at two schools in the Fremont Unified School District: John Gomes 
Elementary School and Grimmer Elementary School. 


Specifically, please provide the following information, if it is available: 


1) Size of the playgrounds/athletic fields; 

2) Facilities and programs available at these playgrounds/athletic fields; 

3) Maps or site plans showing the location of the playgrounds/athletic fields in 
relation to other school facilities; 

4) Availability of these facilities for after-hours use by the general public. 


If you have any questions or need additional information, please fee! free to contact cither 
me or Shilpa Trisal at 213-617-5376. 


Sincerely, 
E- ¢ AL 


A E. Ottaway Ill 


foject Manager / Senior Environmental Planner 
Myra L. Frank / Jones & Stokes 


811 West Tih Street, Suite BOO - Los Angeles, CA S001 - tel 2136275376 + tax 213,627,685) 


Document F-2: 
Letter to National Park Service from BART (August 4, 2004) 
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SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT 
300 Lakeside Drive, PO. Box 12688 

Oakland, CA 94604-2088 

(510) 464-6000 


Atmgust 4, 2004 


National Park Service 

LWCF Grants Manager 

Planning and Partnerships Team 
Pacific Great Basin Support Office 
1111 Jackson Street, Suite 700 
Onkland, CA 94.607 


RE: BART Warm Springs Extension Environmental Impact Statement 
Dear Sir/Madam: 


Pursuant to the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 
the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART) and the Federal 
Transit Administration (FTA) are currently preparing an Environmental Impact 
Statement (ETS) for the proposed BART Warm Springs Extension (WSX) project 
in the City of Fremont, California. [ have attached the WSX project fact sheet 
and a map illustrating the WSX alignment. 


As part of the NEPA process, BART and FTA are also preparing documentation 
required by Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (see 49 
USC §303) and Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 
1965 (16 USC §4601-4 er seq.). (Herein referred to as “Draft Section 4( rvect) 
Evaluation,") 


As part of the preliminary research conducted for the Draft Section 4(fV/6(f) 
Evaluation, two Land and Water Conservation Fund Act (LWCF) grants have 
been identified for property and/or facilities in the vicinity of the WSX 
alignment. The two projects in the City of Fremont at Fremont Central Park that 
are known to have received LWCF grants are: 


e 1973/74 - Central Park Bike Trail development 
* 1974/74 - Central Park Sports Complex 


$14,456 
$95,562 


In order to properly characterize the City of Fremont's park and recreation areas 
and document the potential effects of the WSX Extension on those recreation 
resources, BART and FTA respectfully request your response to the following 
initial items: 


(1) Please identify the name and tithe of the NPS official(s) to whom 
future correspondence should be directed. 


(2) Please confirm whether the above-noted LWCF grants are the only 
LWCF grants for property and/or facilities in the vicinity of the WSX 
alignment. 


(3) If possible, please provide a legal description und map of the property 
and/or facilities that were funded with the above-noted LWCF grants. 


Please provide any additional information that you believe BART and FTA 
should consider as part of the Draft Section 4(fW6(f) Evaluation. I would be 
happy to address any questions or concerns that you may have as this process 
moves forward. Please don't hesitate to contact me at (510) 874-7375 if you 
need additional information. 


On behalf of BART and FTA, | sincerely appreciate your assistance with this 
matter, and lonk forward to working with you. 


Shari Tavaf Adams 
Warm Springs Group Manager 


Ce: Lorraine Lerman 
Mike Davis 


Attachments 


BART 
Warm Springs Extension 


Visual Simulation of Proposed Warm Springs Station 


Project Features 


The Warm Springs Extension will add 5.4 miles of new tracks from the existing Fremont Station south to a 
new station in the Warm Springs District of the City of Fremont. An optional lrvington Station may be located 
approximately midway, in the heart of the Irvington District, if funding is obtained by the City of Fremont. 


The project alignment consists af trackway on embankment (02 mile), on serial etnactines (0.1 mile, fubway (1,0 
mile) and at-grade (4.1 miles) 


The new Warm Springs station will feature an at-grade island platharm with an overhead concourse, 
intermodal access to Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) and Alameda - Contra Costa Transit 
(AC Transit) buses, and taxi and “kiss and ride” passenger drop off areas, all accessible via Warm Springs 
Boulevard. A surface parking lot will provide approximately 2,000 parking spaces. Other features include full 
access for pedestrians and bicyclists, bike lockers, elevators, Braille signs and a tactile sight path to aid riders 
with disabilities 


The conceptual design for the optional Irvington station would feature at-grade platiorms with an overhead 
concourse, fully accessible to pedestrians, bicyclists and riders with disabilities, with intermodal access to AC 
Transit buses, paratransit, taxi and “kiss and ride” passenger drop off areas. Approximately 960 surface parking 
spaces would be provided. 


BARAT 


Project History 


1a 

BART prepared an Environmental Loypact Report (EER) 
under the Calilomia Environmental Chiabity Act (CEQA) 
for the Wann Springs Extenskom (W558i 


1aa2 

BART Board of Directors certified the Final BIR anal 
adopted a project. The project was not constructed at that 
fire because: funding wae net avralabbe. 


4na4 

Metropolitan Transportatien Commiksion prepared ithe 
Frement-South Bay Corder Report, which analaed 
alternatives for transit service, including a BART aligrereerct. 


Hovember 7, 2000 

Alameda County voters neavilorined Alkemeda County's 
fansportation sales tax (hess B) bo provide honing for 
A series of iransportation-relaied propecia, including a BART 
echesion from remand! ta Warm Springs 


June 26, 2003 
BART Hoaard of Director certified the Final Supphemenial 
AIK and adopted a revised project. 


April 6, 70g 

BART ancl the Federal Transit Acdminisivation issued a 
Notice of Intent (MOM) to prepare an Environmental Impact 
Staimment (EES) under ihe National Environmental Policy 
Act (WEPA). 


Mevieed April SEE 


Program Purpose 


Improved transportation is critical for people living and 
working in southern Alameda County and northem 
Sanita Clara County. in 2000, it was estimated that there 
were approximately 400.000 weekday automobile trips 
between the East Bay and Santa Clara County, By 2025, 
the Metropolitan Transportation Commission expects 
this number to exceed 500,000 vehicle trips. 


To assist tegional transit objectives, the goals of the 
Warm Springs Extension are 


* Improve public transportation service to increase 
mobility 

* Generate additional transit ridership and reduce 
overall traffic congestion 

* Maximize the use of public transportation, 
particularly during peak-commute periods 


* Provide inter-modal transit hubs where rail, bus, 
automobile, bicycle and pedestrians meet 


* improve the regional transit network 


a?) Se ey 


San Feanchoo Bay Area Ragiel Trarait Déaerict 


Cha rovirtrrteental bereuee f baler reer 
DART Wart Ipringt Extension 


WS5X Alternative 


july 2004 
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Letier to Fremont Unified School District from BART (August 4, 2004) 


deme f 
<—o 


Dan Richard 
Wey Pape 


Thkoeras E. Margta 
MERA WAROLGER 


DIRECTORS 
| 

151 ETT 

Soed Kalter 

7D ea at 

po foe 
Carsta Ward Alles 
fis oSimct 


Peter WSipder 


Vivewreay aM. ite 
Gen betart 


Lytutia Soveat 
a 
dames F 

atv tine 


fam Radolerich 
re eT 


SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT 
300 Lakeside Drive, PO. Box 12688 
Oakland, CA S4604-2688 


August 4, 2004 


Fremont Unified School District 

Attn: Therese Gain, Director of Facilities 
4210 Technology Drive 

Fremont, CA 94538 


RE: Warm Springs Extension Environmental Impact Statement 
Dear Ms. Gain: 


Pursuant to the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 
the San Francisco Bay Aren Rapid Transit District (BART) and the Federal 
Transit Administration (FTA) are currently preparing an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the proposed BART Warm Springs Extension (WSX) 
project. I have attached the WSX project fact sheet and a map illustrating the 
propased WSX alignment for your information. 


As part of the NEPA process, BART and FTA are also preparing documentation 
required by Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (49 
USC §303) and Section 6(f) of the Land and Wuter Conservation Fund Act of 
1965 (16 USC §4601-4 ef seq.). (Herein referred to as “Draft Section 4(HV60 0) 
Evaluation.”) An important component of the Draft Section 4(fVv6(f) Evaluation 
is the coordination and consultation effort conducted by BART and FTA with 
those agencies having jurisdiction over public parks and recreation areas in the 
vicinity of the WSX alignment. The publicly owned parks and recreational areas 
that are considered as part of the Draft Section 4(f6(f) Evaluation may include 
public school playgrounds and athletic fields, depending on whether the facilities 
in question serve only school activities and functions, or are also available for 
use by the general public, This correspondence serves as the formal initiation of 
the coordination and consultation specific to the Section 4(fV/6(f) process. This 
formal consultation and coordination will continue throughout the duration of the 
NEPA process, 


In order to properly characterize the school district's playgrounds and athletic 
fields, and document the potential effects of the WSX alignment on those 
resources, BART and FTA respectfully request your response to the following 
initial items: 


(1) Please identify the name and title of the Fremont Unified School 
District official(s) to whom future comespondence should be directed. 


(2) Please confirm that the Fremont Unified School District is the agency 
that “has jurisdiction over” the playgrounds and athletic fields at 
Gomes Elementary School and Grimmer Elementary School, as 
defined in 23 CFR §771.135(a\(2)(c). Please identify any after-school 
recreational programs at these facilities administered by any other 
group(s) or agency(ies). 


(3) Please clarify whether the playgrounds and athletic fields at Gomes 
Elementary School and Grimmer Elementary School are used only for 
school activities and functions, or are they also available for use by 
the general public, 


(4) Please verify if the District has determined that the playgrounds and 
athletic fields at Gomes Elementary School and Grimmer Elementary 
School are “significant” publicly owned recreational areas. For 
purposes of the Drafi Section 4(fv/é(f) Evaluation, the term 
“significant™ means that, in comparing the availability and function of 
the recreational area (i.c., the playgrounds and athletic fields) with the 
park and recreation objectives of the community, the resource in 
question plays an important role in meeting those objectives. 


Please feel free to provide any additional information that you believe BART and 
FTA should consider as part of the Draft Section 4(fVé(f) Evaluation. | would be 
happy to address any questions or concerns that you may have as this process 
moves forward. Please don't hesitate to contact me at (510) 874-7375 if you 
need additional information. 


On behalf of BART and FTA, | sincerely appreciate your assistance with this 
matter, and look forward to working with you. 


Sincerely, 
Shari Tavaf Adams 
Warm Springs Group Manager 


Ce: Lorraine Lerman 
Mike Davis 


Attachments 


BART 
Warm Springs Extension 


Visual Simulation of Proposed Warm Springs Station 


Project Features 


The Warm Springs Extension will add 5.4 miles of new tracks from the existing Fremont Station south to a 
new station in the Warm Springs District of the City of Fremont. An optional lrvington Station may be located 
approximately midway, in the heart of the Irvington District, if funding is obtained by the City of Fremont. 


The project alignment consists af trackway on embankment (02 mile), on serial etnactines (0.1 mile, fubway (1,0 
mile) and at-grade (4.1 miles) 


The new Warm Springs station will feature an at-grade island platharm with an overhead concourse, 
intermodal access to Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) and Alameda - Contra Costa Transit 
(AC Transit) buses, and taxi and “kiss and ride” passenger drop off areas, all accessible via Warm Springs 
Boulevard. A surface parking lot will provide approximately 2,000 parking spaces. Other features include full 
access for pedestrians and bicyclists, bike lockers, elevators, Braille signs and a tactile sight path to aid riders 
with disabilities 


The conceptual design for the optional Irvington station would feature at-grade platiorms with an overhead 
concourse, fully accessible to pedestrians, bicyclists and riders with disabilities, with intermodal access to AC 
Transit buses, paratransit, taxi and “kiss and ride” passenger drop off areas. Approximately 960 surface parking 
spaces would be provided. 
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Project History 


1a 

BART prepared an Environmental Loypact Report (EER) 
under the Calilomia Environmental Chiabity Act (CEQA) 
for the Wann Springs Extenskom (W558i 


1aa2 

BART Board of Directors certified the Final BIR anal 
adopted a project. The project was not constructed at that 
fire because: funding wae net avralabbe. 


4na4 

Metropolitan Transportatien Commiksion prepared ithe 
Frement-South Bay Corder Report, which analaed 
alternatives for transit service, including a BART aligrereerct. 


Hovember 7, 2000 

Alameda County voters neavilorined Alkemeda County's 
fansportation sales tax (hess B) bo provide honing for 
A series of iransportation-relaied propecia, including a BART 
echesion from remand! ta Warm Springs 


June 26, 2003 
BART Hoaard of Director certified the Final Supphemenial 
AIK and adopted a revised project. 


April 6, 70g 

BART ancl the Federal Transit Acdminisivation issued a 
Notice of Intent (MOM) to prepare an Environmental Impact 
Staimment (EES) under ihe National Environmental Policy 
Act (WEPA). 


Mevieed April SEE 


Program Purpose 


Improved transportation is critical for people living and 
working in southern Alameda County and northem 
Sanita Clara County. in 2000, it was estimated that there 
were approximately 400.000 weekday automobile trips 
between the East Bay and Santa Clara County, By 2025, 
the Metropolitan Transportation Commission expects 
this number to exceed 500,000 vehicle trips. 


To assist tegional transit objectives, the goals of the 
Warm Springs Extension are 


* Improve public transportation service to increase 
mobility 

* Generate additional transit ridership and reduce 
overall traffic congestion 

* Maximize the use of public transportation, 
particularly during peak-commute periods 


* Provide inter-modal transit hubs where rail, bus, 
automobile, bicycle and pedestrians meet 


* improve the regional transit network 
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Document F4; 
Letter to City of Fremont from BART (August 4, 2004) 
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SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT 
30) Lakeside Drive, 0. Box 12668 

Oakland, CA $4604-2658 

(510) 464-6000 


August 4, 2004 


City of Fremont 

Attn: Amy Rakley, Park Planning Manayer 
3300 Capitol Ave., Bldg B 

P.O. Box 5006 

Fremont, CA 94537-5006 


RE: BART Warm Springs Extension Environmental Impact Statement 
Dear Ms. Rakley: 


Pursuant to the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 
the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART) and the Federal 
Transit Administration (FTA) are currently preparing an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the proposed BART Warm Springs Extension (WSX) 
project. I have attached the WSX project fact sheot and a map illustrating the 
proposed WSX alignment for your information, 


As part of the NEPA environmental process, BART and FTA are preparing 
documentation required by Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act 
of 1966 (49 USC §303) and Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund Act of 1965 (16 USC §4601-4 ef sey.). (Herein referred to as “Draft 
Section 4(f/6(f) Evaluation.”) An important component of the Draft Section 
4({V6(f) Evaluation is the coordination and consultation effort conducted by 
BART and FTA with those agencies haying jurisdiction over public parks and 
recreation areas in the vicinity of the proposed WSX alignment, 


BART and the City of Fremont have already had, and will continue ongoing 
discussions about the WSX alignment and its relationship to Fremont's parks and 
recreation areas, This correspondence serves as the formal initiation of the 
coordination and consultation specific to the Section H(i) process. This 
formal consultation and coordination will continue throughout the duration of the 
NEPA process, 


In order to properly characterize the city’s park and recreation areas and 
document the potential effects of the WSX Extension on those resources, BART 
and FTA respectfully request your response to the following initial items: 


(1) Please identify the name and title of the city official(s) to whom 
future correspondence should be directed, 


(2) Please define the relationship between the City of Fremont and the 
Alameda County Flood Control District with respect to each agency's 
jurisdiction over Fremont Central Park. Please confirm that the City 
of Fremont is the agency that “has jurisdiction over” Fremont Central 
Park, as defined in 23 CFR §771.135(a)(2\c). 


(3) = Please confirm that the City of Fremont has determined that Fremont 
Central Park is a “significant” publicly owned park. For purposes of 
the Draft Section 4(f/6(f) Evaluation, the term “significant” means 
that, in comparing the availability and function of the park or 
recreational area with the park and recreation objectives of the 
community, the resource in question plays an important role in 
meeting those objectives, 


Please feel free to provide any additional information that you believe BART and 
FTA should consider as part of the Draft Section 4(fV6(f) Evaluation, [ would be 
happy to address any questions or concerns that you may have as this process 
moves forward. Please don't hesitate to call me at ($10) 874-7375 if you need 
additional information. 


On behalf of BART and FTA, | sincerely appreciate your assistance with this 
matter, and look forward to working with you, 


Sincerely, 


Shani Tavaf Adams 


Warm Springs Group Manager 
Transit System Development 


Ce: Lorraine Lennan 
Jim Pierson 
Mike Davis 


Attachments 


BART 
Warm Springs Extension 


Visual Simulation of Proposed Warm Springs Station 


Project Features 


The Warm Springs Extension will add 5.4 miles of new tracks from the existing Fremont Station south to a 
new station in the Warm Springs District of the City of Fremont. An optional lrvington Station may be located 
approximately midway, in the heart of the Irvington District, if funding is obtained by the City of Fremont. 


The project alignment consists af trackway on embankment (02 mile), on serial etnactines (0.1 mile, fubway (1,0 
mile) and at-grade (4.1 miles) 


The new Warm Springs station will feature an at-grade island platharm with an overhead concourse, 
intermodal access to Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) and Alameda - Contra Costa Transit 
(AC Transit) buses, and taxi and “kiss and ride” passenger drop off areas, all accessible via Warm Springs 
Boulevard. A surface parking lot will provide approximately 2,000 parking spaces. Other features include full 
access for pedestrians and bicyclists, bike lockers, elevators, Braille signs and a tactile sight path to aid riders 
with disabilities 


The conceptual design for the optional Irvington station would feature at-grade platiorms with an overhead 
concourse, fully accessible to pedestrians, bicyclists and riders with disabilities, with intermodal access to AC 
Transit buses, paratransit, taxi and “kiss and ride” passenger drop off areas. Approximately 960 surface parking 
spaces would be provided. 


BARAT 


Project History 


1a 

BART prepared an Environmental Loypact Report (EER) 
under the Calilomia Environmental Chiabity Act (CEQA) 
for the Wann Springs Extenskom (W558i 


1aa2 

BART Board of Directors certified the Final BIR anal 
adopted a project. The project was not constructed at that 
fire because: funding wae net avralabbe. 


4na4 

Metropolitan Transportatien Commiksion prepared ithe 
Frement-South Bay Corder Report, which analaed 
alternatives for transit service, including a BART aligrereerct. 


Hovember 7, 2000 

Alameda County voters neavilorined Alkemeda County's 
fansportation sales tax (hess B) bo provide honing for 
A series of iransportation-relaied propecia, including a BART 
echesion from remand! ta Warm Springs 


June 26, 2003 
BART Hoaard of Director certified the Final Supphemenial 
AIK and adopted a revised project. 


April 6, 70g 

BART ancl the Federal Transit Acdminisivation issued a 
Notice of Intent (MOM) to prepare an Environmental Impact 
Staimment (EES) under ihe National Environmental Policy 
Act (WEPA). 


Mevieed April SEE 


Program Purpose 


Improved transportation is critical for people living and 
working in southern Alameda County and northem 
Sanita Clara County. in 2000, it was estimated that there 
were approximately 400.000 weekday automobile trips 
between the East Bay and Santa Clara County, By 2025, 
the Metropolitan Transportation Commission expects 
this number to exceed 500,000 vehicle trips. 


To assist tegional transit objectives, the goals of the 
Warm Springs Extension are 


* Improve public transportation service to increase 
mobility 

* Generate additional transit ridership and reduce 
overall traffic congestion 

* Maximize the use of public transportation, 
particularly during peak-commute periods 


* Provide inter-modal transit hubs where rail, bus, 
automobile, bicycle and pedestrians meet 


* improve the regional transit network 


a?) Se ey 
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Document F-5: 
Email to Jones & Stokes from National Park Service (September 29, 214) 
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Foderal Lands to Parks Program 
FAX Gio) TS | t WCF/UPARR Grant Progress 
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fei roamant Central Park LWGF Grants (06-hee, Richard Asardon, COPA OGALS 
naa? ancl 66-0058) 51 -HS-65 1 1 


Ciuepent if For Review (i Piease Comment ([) Please Reply B As Requested 


ih folleweun to Our phone conversation, afachad are sora map gubsets goceraly snowing the anoas 
improved with the referenced grunts. As | mepdained, the 6(f)(3) protected area has been mapped since 
the Inte 1970s, however both of these grants pre-dase mapping requirements. The project area for the 
sports. park propoctl includes he entire norihem area of the park. The bike path project appears io haren 


The National Park Sorwce and the Galforia Deparment of Parks and Fisereation took an oftoctive 
position in 1992 that the entre park acraage is protected by the G4f)(3) and the etfect of the arma 
proposed for comersion must be considered on tho remaincer. From our corwersation, we understand 


i you have lurthar questions, regarding the procedures for consicioring & CORMITLADM, aa request you 
concull vith Richard Reardon, Project Officer with ire Caltomia Department! of Parcs and Recroalion at 
OA654 - oD. 
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Document F=f: 
Letter to BART from City of Fremont (October 4, 2004) 


' Pari and Recreation Department RECEIVED 
EF oe t | P.O. Bex 5008, Fremont, CA 4537-5008 BART 
Tremon ere fremons perv OCT 06 2004 
TRANSI SYSTEM 
DEVELOPMENT 


October 4, 2004 : 6? J 

Rez. +e iw Littler: 
Ms. Shari Tavaf Adams : Plopee: annals tren he 
Warm Springs Group Manager Athol 4 ty fale a 
Bay Area Rapid Transit District aftr 
ontamyesae rrr eo tea 12688 WP shee ub wy JES. 
Oakland, CA 94604-26 

‘Thabs: 
Dear Ms. Adams: He. 
peo: 


This letter is in response to your letter to the City of Fremont dated August 4, 2004, requesting 
information about the city's park and recreation areas that will be affected by the BART Warn 
Springs Extension project, Federal law, as deserbed in your letter, requires this information as 
part of the NEPA environmental process. 


The following provides the answers to the three items included in your letier 
I. Please direct all future correspondence to: 


39550 Liberty Street 
Fremont, CA 94538 


z: Fremont's Central Park is 433,90 acres in size, of which: (a) the City of Fremont is the 
owner, in fee tithe, of 259.66 acres, and (b) the Alameda County Flood Contro! and Water 
Conservation District (“Flood Control Dastnet”) is the owner, in fee title, of 174.24 acres, 
a considerable portion of which is Lake Elizabeth. 


For the portion of Central Park owned in fee tithe by the Flood Control District, the City 
operates this property for park and recreation purposes pursuant to a long-term Real 
Property License Agreement between the parties which was originally executed on 
August 20, 1963. This Agreement confers upon the City “the license and privilege to use 
the Flood Control District's property for park and recreation use...for the purposes of 
Although the current term of the Agreement expires on August 19, 2005, the parties arc 


Perk: (Neigien, Co pororion Heri Revraties [Nrigen 
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in the process of negotiating terms of an extension, which is anticipated to be a 25 year 
term with additional renewals at 10 year intervals. 


Therefore, through both fee title ownership and the rights vested in the Real Property 
License Agreement, the City af Fremont is the agency having jurisdiction over Central 
Park. 


3. The City of Fremont has determined that, in comparing the availability and function 
of the park area with the park and recreation objectives of the City of Fremont, 
Central Park plays a primary, unique and important role in meeting those public 
objectives, and is therefore considered to be “significant” for purposes of Section 4(£) 
of the Department of Transportation a 


Please feel free to contct Jim Pierson or me if you have any further questions. 1 can be reached 
at (310) 494-4363; Mr. Pierson can be reached art (510) 4944722. 


Ong TBO 


Amy WN. Rakley, AICP 
Park Planning Manager 


C: —_ Jim Pierson, Assistant City Engineer 
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Document F-7: 
Email to Jones & Stokes from National Park Service (October 18, 2004) 
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Mpects and the antcpated duration of coretiructon. We understand tial the proyect’s sup terrain 
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Meeting poor in a mioase of an EIS sy sii 
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Soptomber 15, 1992 


Frank J. Witson 

Bay Area Aapid Trans 

600 Madison Street 

Oakland, Califomia 94604-2688 


Dear Mir, Wikeon: 


On September 15, 1992, a slat representatve attended a Special Meeting of the Board of 
Directors. Our attendance al the meeting was prompted by information we received regarding 
BART's proposed certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Warns Springs 
extension. This project involves fhe construction of an aerial track aligned directly though Contral 
Park and skirting Lake Elirabeth. 


The purpose of this letier is to continm that the City of Fremont received two grants from the 
Federal Land and Water Conservation Fund (LAWCF), and therelore, Central park is subject to 
the requirements of Section 6(1)(3) of the LAWGF Act which states: 


“NO Propory acquired of developed with assistance under this section shall, without the 
aporovel of the Secretary, be converted to olher than public outdoor recreation uses. The 
Secretary shall approve such conversion only if he finds it lo be in accord with the then 
existing comprehensive statewide ouldoor recreation plan and only upon such conditions 
as he deems necessary to assure the substitution of other recreation properties of al least 
equal fair market value and of reasonably equivdent usefulness and location. 


NPS has authonty to disapprove conversion requests and/or lo reject proposed property 
Substilutions. NPS is very concemed thal the Board certified the Environmental impact Report 
without considering the Land and Water Conservation Fund requirements in the analysis. Our 
office did nol receive a copy of the report during the drafl stages nor were we consulted with 
NMSpect 1o the eortension’s impact on the park. 


NPS will only consider a conversion when specific prerequisites nave been mel. The most 
significant of these being that all practical atematives to the conversion have been evaluated and 


specific information regarding these prerequisites is included in Chapter 675.9.3.5 of the LAWCF 
Grants manual. A copy of Chapter 675.9 is enclosed for your ’ 
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2 
We are concemed the Board's approval and its intention to proceed with the construction of the 
Warms Springs Extension will be a violation of federal law. Please be actvised that, f necessary, 
NPS will take action to uphold the provisions of the LAWCF Act. We hope this does not come 
to pass. 
(See) John D. Chery 
John 0. Gherry 
Associaie Regional Director 
Encios 
ec: Keith Steinhan, CA Dapt. of Parks and Recreation 
David Beckman, Heller, Ehrman, While & McAulte 
Allon Sprague, City Attorney, Fremont 
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(WH- Ria) 
06-00332 


August 29, 1995 


Kenneth Finney 

Heller Ehrman White & McAuliffe 
433 Bush Street 

San Francisco, CA 94101-2878 


Dear Mr. Fimnnay: 


Thank for providing us with copies of the recent ruling by 
the California Supreme Court, City of Fremont v. San Francisco 
Bay Area Rapid Transit District, et al., No. A066647 (ist Dist. 
May 19, 1995). The City of Fremont challenged a decision by the 
San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART) to certify a4 
final environmental impact report (EIR) which was prepared in 
connection with BART's plan to extend one of its transit lines. 
Fremont opposed the project because part of the extension would 
run on elevated tracks through Central Park, the primary park for 
the citizens of Fremont. 


Central Park was also developed with two grants from the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund. Lands ecquired or developed with L&WCr 
assistance are protected by Section 6(£)(3) of the L&WCF Ace 
which prevents their conversion to non-recreation use except 
where approved by the National Park Service and replaced with 
lands of equal market value and usefulness for recreation. 


NPS is very concerned by statements made within the ruling which 
bring into question the accuracy of the Court's discussion of the 
Service's policy and guidelines under the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund Act. Language in the ruling appears to lump 
meaating the obligations of the L&WCF requirements with those of 
the California Public Park Preservation Act of 1971. The ruling 
states, * [TIhe fact that moneys from the fund were used to 
improve Central Park was relevant only because it triggered an 
obligation from BART to replace any park land it should acquire 
with similar park land elsewhere. BART already had that 
ebligation under the California Public Park Preservation Act of 
1971, and it fully discussed its obligations under this parallel 
BEatutory acheme.* 
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This is not accurate; the requirements of the LEWCF program are 
very specific and apply to property that is ecquired and/or 
developed with grant funds. The L&WCF program further requires 
that "in the case of absisted sites which are partially rather 
than wholly converted, the impact of the converted portion on the 
remainder shall be considered. If such a conversion is approved, 
the unconverted area must remain recreationally viable or be 
replaced an well. * 


Due to the air, noise, and visual impacts, tha converted area 
would include an area of the park much greater than the actual 
footprint of the tracks. WPS is very concerned that the Court 
ruling and BART does not accurately represent or acknowledge the 
L&WCF requirements. We recognize that BART has suspended all 
design work on the project because of «4 §200 million shortfall in 
funding. However, should the project proceed, wa believe it is 
important that BART be aware that the project will convert a 
substantial portion of the park and that replacement acreage at 
current fair market value will be required. YOur assistance in 
making BART aware of the full impact of the Warm Springs 
Extension on Central Park and the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund requirements isa requested. 


Sincerley, 


dgaan Chaplick 
Chief, Grants Branch 


bec: Ralph Mihan, Field Soliciter 


Document F-8: 
Email to Fremont Unified School District from Jones & Stokes (October 19, 2004) 


Jack Ottaway Ill 


From: Jack Oftteway Ill 

Sent: Tuesday, October 19, 2004 12:33 PM 

To: ‘tgain @ tremont.k12.ca.us" 

Subject: BART Warm Springs Extension - Request for information 


Dear Ms. Gain: 


| am-writing to follow-up with the previous correspondence we sent to you earlier this summer regarding 
the proposed BART Warm Springs Extenston in the City of Framont. | believe that Mr, Donald Dean trom 
BARAT has also spoken wilh you about tha project. 


As you may know, BAAT is considering an extension of their system from the existing Fremont station 
south to the Warm Springs area. As part of BART's efforts to comply with federal environmental 

POQUIrEMmaOnts, Wi ane aosisting therm in idantitying potential impacts to local parks and recreation areas, 
including school playgrounds and athtotic folds. 


in order to ensure thal we accurately describe the school playgrounds and athiolic fields in the project 
area, we are hoping that you might be able to provide the following information for Gomes Elemontary 
and Grimmer Elomentary: 


1. (otal size (acres) of the playgrounds and athletic fields; 

2 brief description of facilities and programs available at these sites; 

3. maps or sie plans showing the location of the playgrounds and athletic fields in relation to other 
school facilities: 

4. confiemation whether ihose school facilities are available for use by the ganeral public (o.9., after 
échool programs, joint recreathon programs with the City, etc.) 


Additionally, the letter that BART sent to you on August 4, 2004 requests certain other information about 
hese facdities. I you did not receive this letter, | can arrange to have another copy sent to you, 


On behal! of BART, we sincerely appreciate your ime and effort in responding io this request. It you 
have any questions or need additional information, please feel free to contact me al 213-627-5376. 


Jack Ottaway 

Project Manager / Senior Environmental Planner 
Myra L. Frank / Jonos & Stokes 

611 Weet 7th Street, Sule 600 

Los Angeles, CA 90017 

fel. 213-627-5976 fax, 213-627-6959 

jottaway @ jsanet.com 


10/1 9/2004 


a Document F-9: 
Email from National Park Service to State Parks Department (November 12, 2004) 


Jack ul 


From: Gary_Munsterman@ nps.gov 

Sent: Friday, November 12, 2004 4:34 Ph 

To: Sea Chace #4 DNL bo mamore eee 

Ce: Jack Ottaway Ill; David . 

Subject: BAT Weert Sedems Ecierains Prorveneve ni Fieemnicit Decwal Patt 


The Hational Park Service has further reviews! the subject projece in follow-up to our 
meeting with BART and city officialo on Kovember 2, 2004. The National Park Service's 
involvement in the project io as a result of two prior Land and Water Conservation Fund 
{LWCF) grants for improvements within Central Park; Grant Nos. 06-00332, providing for the 
inprovement of a bike trail aleng the northern and aastern shore of Lake Elizabeth, and 
06-00394, a grant which provided for the utility construction, inetallation of an 
derigeation system, construction of two baseball fields, and landscaping of o 5.83 ocreg in 
the northeast portion of the park. Seetian 

Gif) (3) LACE Act and General Frovision I.1 of the grant agree@mant requires the use of the 
property for recreation use, except as otherwine provided for by the Director. The 
qubject project improvements within Freemont Central Park, af presented at the November 2 
meeting have been reviewsd in accordance with the cited provisions and the program manual, 


As discussed at the m@uting, the subject grants were approved before the pore recent 
practice of requiring the submission of 6{f)/3) maps delineating the areas ieproved with 
LWCF grant funds. Hased upon the information contained within the referenced grant Filles 
and Section 6(F) (3) of the Act, we conclude chat the ares protected by this requirement 
includes the area in the vicinity of Softball fields 1 and 27. identified on the October 
25, 2004 discussion map and the area in the vicinity of the Lake Elizabeth bike path, 
lncluding the aréa located east af the bike path and the adjoining UPRR tracks. WES 
considers these areas as being contained within ‘property ... developed with assistance 
under this section...* ag cantained within Section 6(f)(3). At your request, we hove 
requested excerpts from our headquarters on former manual provisions addressing the 
application of Section 6{f1(3) however with no reply. We understand this interprotation 
toe be consistent with program policy. 


Based upon the statement of Michael Barrett, with the City of Freemont's City attearcnay 
office, wo understand that a future road right-of-way (ROW) largely bipected the park at 
the time which the grant agreements were executed and later acquired by the city and made 
& part of the park. We agroe that this right-of-way area is not a part of the propercy 
teproved with LWOF grant, Our Files show that the Lake Elizabeth portion of the park, 
containing the bike path is the subject of «a license sgreement between the eclty and the 
Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conwervation District, originally executed in 
Auguat 19668 for « ten year renewable term and expanded to 25 year renewable term in 
January 1972 te conform with LWCP program requirementa. The original amanded 25 year 
licenge hag lapsed. Provided that the licenoe has not been renewed, Section &(F) (3) 
requirements. for portions of the projecc permanently encroaching upon the property 
ieproved with the lakeside bike path project ceased with the expiration of the licenme 
furguant to 36 CFR 59.1. If the license amended in 1972 remains in effect, HPS claims 
juriediction over permanent improvementea on this property. 


The lleenge also references 4 Open Space Programs grant through the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development used for the acquisition of the Lake Elircabath property, Through 
our research, we determined that the requirements associated with thia program were 
rescinded by Section 

126ibif3) of the Housing and Urban-Rural Recover; Act of 1983. 


As discussed at the meeting, NPS consider the proposed subway portion of the BART project 
through the gubject project to be excepted from conversion requirements pursuant to Manual 
Section 675.9.3.A.(5) (a), We consider public transit within an urban ares to be o 
fecessary public utility and understand that BART is subject to the safety regulations of 
the State Public Utilities Commission. 


We are concerned about the temporary disruption of the recreation ume of Freemont Central 
Park. AS diecusaed at the meeting and site visit, we have obtained program policy 
direction that the limits on temporary soncenferming uaos in Section 675.9.3 A (5) de nor 


apply to excepted underground utility projects. We further understand that the city and 
BART have designed measures which will minimize the lose of use during the construction 
period. 


The proposed project within Central Park includes two above ground emergency 
ventilation/acce@e structures. We consider the portion of one of thega atructures located 
near the oxisting ballfields te be encroaching by approximately 2400 g.f. into the 61£) 13) 
area under protected under Grant No. 06-00394. The majority of the structure io located 
Within the former road ROW and not subject to conversion requirements, The second 
Structure, estimated to contain approximately 20,000 s,&,., including associated parking, 
de also subject to a conversion pursuant te Section 675.3.9 and Grant Wo. 06-00332 unless 
the license under which the city obtalned authority for the use of the property has been 
Hliowad to lapee. 


During the meeting we discussed the potential noise emiosions from these structures which 
we understand will extend to approximately 10° above grade. It was otated that the 
expected noleae emission from these 

structures will be similar ta o car pegsing at 100°" feer, Based upon our 

understanding, the noise or other impacts do not appear to significantly diminish the 
Focrenstion utility of the surrounding area, however we will reserve final judgemant for 
the review of environmental documents. 


A conversion for one or both ventilation/access etructures will be subject to findings 
required by Section 675.9.3.58.11). ‘The Section 4(f) enalyais should be sufficient in this 
fegard. Following the on-site visit of che project site we visited the proposed 
replacement property, an area acrose the UPAR tracks, which we understand will be 
relocated in association with the subject project and containing slightly over 1 acre to 
be available for an expanded park area. Pending state review, NPS would find thie area to 
be acceptable replacement property. We are investigating optiona cto provide for the 
acceptance of currently avaliable appralsal reperts to provide for an oxpedited 
determination of equivalent value. We will provide further imetructions in this regard 
ghorcly. 


For purposes of the required environmental review for the applicable conversion, NES seeks 
cooperating agency status, with an opportunity to review eat a minimum the dlacugsion of 4 
if) and 6(f) analysia of the proposed EIS. 


Tf State Parke or BART's environmental conaultant has any question regarding cur 
Preliminary findings reflected above, plesse reply or call, 


Gary Bungternan 

National Park Service 

1111 Jackson Street, Suite TOO 
Qakland, CA 4607-4807 

Woice 310-817-1445 

Fax 510-817-1505 


Document F-10: 
Letter from State Parks Department to City of Fremont (December 1, 2004) 


December 1, 2004 
Amy Rakley 
Park 
of Framort 
Caplio! Ave., Bidg. B 
Fremont, GA $4537-5008 
Re: OPR Project Number: Land and Wailer Conservation Fund (LWCF) 
06-00322 = Central Park Biko Tral Dev. 
06-00304 - Central Park Sports Complex Conversion 
This is @ follow up lo our meating on November regarding the proposed BART 
Warm Springs Extension at Cantral Park. ai 


After consuttation with the National Parks Service (NPS), it has been determined that » 
portion of the proposed above ground ventilation atructura wil encroach into the sports complex 
by approdmalaly 2,400 aq. ft Therefore, thia proleet is considered a conversion. 


Enclosed, picase find a copy of the email from Gary Munsterman (NPS), clarifying points 
raised in our meeting regarding the potential conversion, Also, enclosed Is a copy of the 
| Te tne incaiceration of Conversions; the responses to which must be submitted in 


in addition, the following liema aro for both 
: Ain required ihe encrosched area and tha 


1. Compliance with NEPA: 
2 A ) prepared conforming to Uniform Appraisal Standards for Federal 


oe anal These standards can be found at brpciwww.use OL gov orwell 
A Once the replacoment proparty has been acquired. submit the recorded deed: 


and, 
4, A G(f)(3) boundary map that includes the revised project area inchiding the 
replacement land, Please refer to the enclosed instructions. 


474 
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Finally, in response to the NPS comments, please provide the status of the icense 
agreement between the City and the Alameda County Fieod Contre! and Water District. If the 
license remains in effect, the project area should be included in the 6/1)(3} Boundary Map. 


If you have any questions, plaase feel free to contact me at (916) 651-7600, or by #-rail 


ii 


on: Gary Munsteman, HPS 
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Section 6(1\3) Boundary Map 

The 6(f\(3) Boundary Map should clearly delineate the area to be protected under 
Section 6(f)(3) of the LWCF program. The Project area mus! be readily 
—— eee parking lot, street, permanent public 


ES ee ee 
for public ouldoor recreation use. 


At a minimum, this area must be « viable public outdoor recreation area which is 

capable of being se!f-sustaining withoul reliance upon adjoining or additional 

areas not identified in the scope of the project. Except in unusual cases where it 

can be shown thal a lesser unit is clearly a se!f-sustaining outdoor recreation 

resource, this will be the arpa being doveloped or added to. Exceptions will ba 

made only In the case of larger parke where logical management units exist. In 

no cade will the areas covered by Section 6(f\(3) be less than that acquired with 

LWCF sesistance, 

Provide the following information on the Section &(f{3) boundary map: 

1. 0 Identify map as “Section 6(f\(3) Boundary Map* 

2. D Signature and date on map by the individual authorized in the resolution 

3. O Project Title 

4, 0 Date of map preparation 

5, © Clearly indicate the border of the Project area with measurements, to 
effectively Mustrate the lands afforded Section 6(f)(3) protection. Border 
needs tp incorporate access point(s). 

6. O ee identify any pre-existing indoor structures that do not support 

uldoor recreation and provide the square footage of structure footprint. 
7.0  apptiatie: charardny Boxe ancisey b-vsdaran nine inher 


easements, deed/iease restrictions, reversionary interest, right of way, etc. 


8. O North arrow 

9. O Wf applicable, indicate any area(s) under federal lease(s) with term of at 
least 25 years remaining on the jease(a) 

10.6 Indicate adjoining street names 

11.10 Indicate total acreage within the Section 6(f\(3) Boundary Map. 
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Document F-11: 
Email from City of Fremont to National Park Service (December 2, 204) 


Jack Ottaway Ill 


From: dim Piarson [pierson @cifremont.ca.us) 

Sent: Thursday, December 02, 2004 8:37 AM 

To: Gary_Munsterman @nps.gov 

Ce: extra, i aiyplle l i, dehia n  lmiatt 
Amy Rakley; Michael Barrett; Jack Ottaway III 

Subject: BART Warm Springs Extension Project in Fremont 


Hi Gary, 


It wae a pleasure meeting you last month to discuss the issue of the BART Ware Springs 
Project within Fremont Central Park. I received a copy of the e-mail you gent to Jack 
Ottaway of Jones and Stokes following up on the meeting and your subsequent site visit. I 
appreciate getting your early indications of how the NPS will Likely be involved in the 
project. 


i waa wondering if you could give me an indication of the next steps in the process and 
your estimated timing of thome ateps. In particular, I am interested in Finding gut the 
amount of replacement park property you Boel will be required to meet NPS converaion 
Téequiremants. Aleo, you mantion that your were investigating optiong to provide for the 
Acceptance of currently available appraisal reports to provide for an expedited 
determination of equivalent value for our proposed replacement alte: I was wondering when 
you thought you might have that determination completed. 


Although the BART project ta still moving through the NEPA process, the City would like to 
move forward on any NPS requirements as quickly as possible so we can determine if our 
currently identified aite meerea HPS conversion requirementa or whether we need to continue 
to work with BART to identify other possible replacement oites, 

I greacly appreciate your continued help te expedite this process. 


Please feel free to contact me directly Lf you need anything from the City. 


dim Piereaon 
(S10) 494-4723 


Document F-12: 
Email from National Park Service to Citv of Fremont (December 3, 2004) 


Jack Ottaway Ill 


From: ddean @bartgov 

Sent: Friday, December 10, 2004 5:19 PM 

To: Jack Ottaway Ill 

Subject: Fwd: Re: BART Warm Springs Extension Propect in Fromont 

——s Mesaage from Gary Munstermaniinpa.gov on Fri, 3 Dec 2004 L¥;2er17 -0800 ---=- aac 


To: "Jim Plerson" <jpiersonteci, fremont .ca,us> 


cc: rrendiparksa.ca.gov, 
David Siegenthaler@npa.gov 


Subject: Re: BART Warm Springs Extension Project in 
Fromane 


Jim - [ have recently recelved a copy of « letter to Amy Rakley Erom California State 
Parks concerning the conversion. California State Parks has the ultimate reeponmibilicy 
for compliance with grant contract requirementea as the grantee for the prior improvement 
projects at Central Fark. State Parks assigned the grants to the city for execution. 


There are two pointe in the state's letter which may need clarification; as- explained at 
the meeting, NPS considera both proposed HART ventilation structures to encroach inte the 
B(E1(3) pretected area, however the northern most structure (in the parking area} involves 
Binime] encroachment due the fact that most of the structure in within the former right- 
of-way which was acquired by the city after the date of the grant. 


The southern most structure (adjoining the current property boundary) is within a &(£) (3) 
Protected area only to the extent that the 1972 agreement with Alameda Flood Control 
THstrict remaing in effect as explain in an attachment to the otate park's letter. 


In consideration of the relatively minor land area Involved in conversion relative to the 
Proposed larger replacement property (1 acre) and in recognition of prior completed 
appraisal werk, NPE io willing te consider the prior prepared appraisal in lieu of the 
preparation of additional valuation reports in conformance with UASFLA standards as 
epecified in the state letter. Upon review of prior completed reports, WPS. will 
determined if additional appraisal analysin is needed to demonstrate that the proposed 
replacement property has equal or greater market value a6 required by Section Gf) 13) of 
the Land and Water Conservation Act. 


Baged upon our site inspection on November 2 and your explanation of the proposed railroad 
1 


relocation project, we find that the replacement property will have equal of greater 
recreation utility as the area proposed to be occupied by the ventilation structures 
within the park. In the event that the requested appraisal report does not identify the 
railroad relocation project on the proposed replacement property, we request that such a 
sketch be provided in response to state park's letter for forwarding to WES. Following. our 
review thim sketch may be refined into a 6{f)13) boundary map requested by state parks. A 
written response to state parks indicating the city's support and request for the proposed 
conversion as indicated on the map provided by BART at the November 2 meeting would also 
bo useful. 


Following the completion of the NEPA review by BART on behalf of the Federal Transit 
Administration, which NPS has requested! to be o cooperating agency to. final acceptance 
of appraisals, and the city's submission of revised 6(£)(3) boundary maps, oo requested by 
State Park, MPS will execute grant amendments which will release the ventilation structure 
locations from park uo restrictions, 


Gary Munsterman 

Hational Park Service 

111i Jackson Street, Suite TO00 
Hakland, CA 94607-4807 

Yolee S10-B17=-1445 

Fax 510-817-1505 


"Tim Plersesn* 


<jpieraonici., trem Tor 
Gary Kundtermantaps, gove 


ont ,.ca.ue= ecr eddeanibart.gov>, 
“pyill@bart.gove, <pmedved#bart.gov>, <SAdamagbart.gov>, 
‘Afshin Abeahi* 
<AAbEahiGc!.fremont.ca.us>, “Amy Rakloy* <Arakloyeel. fremont .ca.us>, 


L2/02/2004 09:37 “Michael Barrett" 
<MBarretceci.fremont.ca.us>, <jottaway?ioanet .cam 
AH PST Subjece: BART Warm Springs 


Extension Project in Fremont 


Hi Gary. 


It wae « pleasure meeting you last month to discuss the issue of Ehe BART Warm Springa 
Project within Fremont Contral Park. I received a copy of the e-mail you sent to Jack 
Ottaway of Jones and Stokes following up on the meeting and your subsequent site visit. I 
appreciate getting your early indications of how the NPS will likely be involved in the 
project . 


I was wondering if you could give me an indication of the next steps in the process and 
your estimated timing af those steps. Im particular, IT am interested in finding out the 
amount of replacement park property you feel will be required to meet NPS conversion — 
requirements. Also, you mention that your were inveecigating options to provide for the 
acceptance of currently available appraisal reports to provide for an expedited 
determination of equivalent value for our proposed replacement site. I was wondering when 
you thought you might have that determination completed. 


Although the BART projece ia still meving through the NEPA process, the City would like to 
move forward on any NPS requirements as quickly as possible so we can datermine if our 
currently identified wite meets NPS conversion requirements or whether we need to continue 
to work with BART to identify other pomseible replacement sites. 


I greatly appreciate your. continued help to expedire this process. 


Please feol Free to contact me directly Lf you need anything from the City. 


dim Pierson 
(510) 494-4722 
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 


1.1 Project Overview 


The San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART) has been in operation since 1972 and 
currently operates in four Bay Area counties: San Francisco, Alameda, Contra Costa, and San 
Mateo. In southern Alameda County, BART operates service to downtown Fremont. Fremont 
service currently terminates at the Fremont BART Station, which is near the Fremont Civic Center. 
In response to public policies and support for the extension of BART in southern Alameda County, 
BART proposed a 5.4-mile extension of the BART system south from the existing Fremont Station 
to a new station at Warm Springs with an optional station at Irvington. This extension is the 
Proposed Action analyzed in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). The Proposed 
Action also includes an optional station at Irvington. 


BART previously prepared an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) in 1992 and Supplemental EIR 
(SEIR) in 2003 for this project in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA). At the conclusion of CEQA review, the BART Board of Directors adopted the project on 
June 26, 2003. Recent changes in state transportation funding priorities have caused BART to seek 
federal funding for the project. BART and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), as federal lead 
agency, are preparing this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to enable BART to apply for 
federal funding. This EIS is intended to satisfy the requirements of the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and other environmental requirements that apply to federal actions, such 
as Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act (49 U.S. Government Code [USC] Section 
303) and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. FTA will consider the Final EIS 
(FEIS) in reaching its decision and will prepare a Record of Decision (ROD) to complete the NEPA 
process. 


1.2 Project Description 


The Proposed Project would consist of constructing and operating a 5.4-mile extension south from 
the Fremont BART Station to a terminus at Warm Springs, with an optional Irvington Station. The 
extension alignment would generally parallel portions of the Union Pacific Railroad (UP) corridor 
and Interstates 680 and 880 in southern Alameda County. The initial segment of the Proposed 
Project would begin on an embankment at the southern end of the existing elevated Fremont BART 
Station. The alignment would pass over Walnut Avenue on an aerial structure and descend into a 
cut-and-cover subway north of Stevenson Boulevard. The alignment would continue southward in 
the subway structure under Fremont Central Park and the eastern arm of Lake Elizabeth, and surface 
to at grade north of Paseo Padre Parkway. The alignment would pass over grade-separated Paseo 
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Introduction 


Padre Parkway, and then continue southward at grade, passing under grade-separated Washington 
Boulevard. From Washington Boulevard, the Proposed Project alignment would continue at grade 
south to a terminus station at Warm Springs and South Grimmer Boulevards in the Warm Springs 
district. The optional Irvington Station would be located in the Irvington District at the Washington 
Boulevard/Osgood Road intersection. Two alternatives are considered in the DEIS and FEIS: the 
WSX Alternative and the No-Action Alternative. 


1.3 Purpose of the FEIS 


As the federal lead agency, FTA is responsible for considering this EIS. Under NEPA, FTA is 
required, after completion of a DEIS, to consult with public agencies and provide the public with an 
opportunity to comment on the DEIS. FTA is also required to respond to significant environmental 
issues raised in the review and consultation process. 


This response-to-comments volume has been prepared to respond to public agency and general 
public comments received on the DEIS for the WSX project. FTA issued a Notice of Intent (NOI) 
for the WSX project on April 6, 2004, and sent copies of the NOI to appropriate federal, state, and 
local agencies. FTA published and circulated the DEIS for a 45-day public review period from 
March 11 to April 25, 2005. BART also held a public hearing at the Washington Township Veterans 
Memorial in Fremont, California, on April 12, 2005, to hear comments on the DEIS. This document 
contains the public comments received on the DEIS, written responses to those comments, and 
changes made to the DEIS in response to the comments. Upon completion of the FEIS, FTA will 
publish a notice of availability. FTA will consider the FEIS in reaching its decision and prepare an 
ROD, completing the NEPA process. 


The FEIS consists of two volumes: Volume | presents the DEIS, which has been revised to 
incorporate any changes made as a result of public comments or as initiated by BART staff. 
Volume 2 provides responses to comments received on the DEIS. FTA will consider the FEIS in 
reaching its decision and will prepare a ROD to complete the NEPA process. 


1.4 Format of FEIS Volume 2 
(Response to Public Comments) 


The two-volume FEIS was prepared in response to public comments received on the DEIS and to 
incorporate changes initiated by BART staff. Volume 1 presents all revisions to the DEIS. This 
volume, Volume 2, presents comments received by the public, BART’s response to those comments, 
and the specific revisions made to Volume 1. This volume contains the following chapters. 


= Chapter 1: Introduction. 


= Chapter 2: Comments on the DEIS and Responses. During the public review period, 
comments were received on the DEIS from federal, state, regional, and local agencies; public 
groups and organizations; and private individuals. Chapter 2 contains copies of all the written 
comments on the DEIS and all the verbal comments received at the public meeting (in the form 
of the transcript of the meeting). Table 2-1 lists each letter and comment received on the DEIS. 
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Each letter and each comment within each letter has been numbered. Each letter is given an 
identifying name in the top margin (e.g., Letter 2), with individual comments within the letter 
numbered in the right margin (e.g., 2-3 for the third comment in the second letter). Each letter is 
followed by responses to all the comments contained in the letter in order of occurrence. The 
response numbers correspond to the comment numbers. The verbal comments in the written 
transcript of the public meeting are numbered similarly. 


Chapter 2 also provides responses to substantive and significant environmental issues raised in 
the comments as required by NEPA. If a comment is not directed to significant environmental 
issues related to the WSX Alternative or the DEIS, the comment is noted but no response is 
warranted. 


Responses to comments generally provide clarification, explanation, or elaboration. In some 
cases, the responses indicate that changes, modifications, or corrections to the text of the DEIS 
are required. Text in standard print is original text from the DEIS. Underlined (underlined) text 
indicates additions to the original text, and strikethrough (strikethrough) text indicates deletions to the 
original text. 
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Chapter 2 


Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 


2.1 List of Comments Received 


Letter 
Number Commenter Date Comment Topic 
Federal Agencies 
1 United States Environmental 04-14-05 1-1 Wetlands/Flood Storage 
Protection Agency 
1-2 Noise and Vibration 
1-3 Hazardous Materials 
1-4 Earthquake Safety 
2 United States Department of the 12-09-05 2-1 Letter of Concurrence 
Interior 
3A United States Department of the 04-19-05 3A-1 Late comment 
Interior, National Park Service 
3A-2 Fremont Central Park 
3B United States Department of the 05-06-05 3B-1 Federal grant money 
Interior, National Park Service 
3B-2 Conversion of parkland 
3B-3 Noise and Vibration 
3B-4 Noise 
3B-5 Noise 
3B-6 Conversion of Parkland 
3B-7 Replacement property 
3B-8 NEPA Process 
3C United States Department of the 10-14-05 3C-1 Section 6(f)(3) conversion of 
Interior, National Park Service parkland concurrence. 
3D United States Department of the 10-21-05 3D-1 Final EIS review and concurrence 
Interior, National Park Service 
State Agencies 
4 State of California, Department of 04-18-05 4-1 Fiber Optics 
Transportation 
4-2 Cultural Resources 
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 


Letter 
Number Commenter Date Comment Topic 
4-3 Highway Operations 
4-4 Highway Operations 
4-5 Highway Operations 
4-6 Traffic Analysis 
4-7 Traffic Analysis 
5 California Regional Water Quality 04-25-05 5-1 Hydrology 
Control Board 
5-2 Hydrology 
5-3 Hydrology 
5-4 Wetlands 
6 Department of Toxic Substance 04-22-05 6-1 Hazardous Materials 
Control 
6-2 Hazardous Materials 
Regional and Local Agencies 
7 AC Transit 04-22-05 7-1 Alternatives Analysis 
7-2 Transit-oriented development 
7-3 Transit-oriented development 
8 Alameda County Water District 04-25-05 8-1 Hydrology 
(ACWD) 
8-2 Hydrology 
8-3 Hydrology 
8-4 Hydrology 
8-5 Hydrology 
8-6 Hydrology 
8-7 Hydrology 
8-8 Hydrology 
8-9 Hydrology 
8-10 Water Distribution System 
8-11 Utility Disruptions 
8-12 Utility Disruptions 
8-13 Utility Relocations 
8-14 Agency Name 
8-15 ACWD Service Area 
8-16 Agency Coordination 
9 Bay Area Air Quality Management 04-25-05 9-1 Air Quality and Land Use 
District (BAAQMD) 
10 City of Fremont 04-22-05 10-1 General 
10-2 Purpose and Need 
10-3 Purpose and Need 
10-4 Hazardous Materials 
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 


Letter 
Number Commenter Date Comment Topic 
10-5 Hydrology 
10-6 Hydrology 
10-7 Hydrology 
10-8 Wetlands 
10-9 Wetlands 
10-10 Biological Resources 
10-11 Land Use and Planning 
10-12 Land Use and Planning 
10-13 Land Use and Planning 
10-14 Land Use and Planning 
10-15 Land Use and Planning 
10-16 Land Use and Planning 
10-17 Land Use and Planning 
10-18 Parks and Recreation 
10-19 Parks and Recreation 
10-20 Parks and Recreation 
10-21 Parks and Recreation 
10-22 Parks and Recreation 
10-23 Parks and Recreation 
10-24 Parks and Recreation 
10-25 Noise and Vibration 
10-26 Noise and Vibration 
10-27 Noise and Vibration 
10-28 Noise and Vibration 
10-29 Noise and Vibration 
10-30 Noise and Vibration 
10-31 Noise and Vibration 
10-32 Utilities and Public Service 
10-33 Cumulative Impacts 
10-34 Cumulative Impacts 
10-35 Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation 
10-36 Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation 
10-37 Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation 
10-38 Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation 
10-39 Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation 
10-40 Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation 
10-41 Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation 
10-42 Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation 
10-43 Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation 
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Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 


Letter 
Number Commenter Date Comment Topic 
10-44 Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation 
10-45 Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation 
11 County of Alameda, Public Works 04-25-05 11-1 Flood Storage Capacity 
Agency 
12 Santa Clara Valley Transportation 04-25-05 12-1 SVRTC Project Description 
Authority (VTA) 
12-2 SVRTC Project Description 
12-3 SVRTC Project Description 
12-4 SVRTC Project Description 
12-5 SVRTC Project Description 
12-6 SVRTC Project Description 
12-7 Ridership forecasts 
12-8 Ridership clarification 
12-9 Parking demand clarification 
12-10 SVRTC Project Description 
12-11 SVRTC Project Description 
12-12 SVRTC Project Description 
12-13 SVRTC Project Description 
Groups and Organizations 
13 BayRail Alliance 04-25-05 13-1 Document Availability 
13-2 BART Hotline 
13-3 Transit-oriented Development 
13-4 Transit-oriented Development 
13-5 VTA Express Bus Ridership 
13-6 Project Cost 
13-7 Project Cost 
13-8 Environmental Justice 
14 Citizen's Advisory Committee to 04-09-05 14-1 Funding/Cost 
ACTIA 
14-2 Funding 
14-3 Intermodal Access 
14-4 Interagency Coordination 
15 Irvington Business Association 04-18-05 15-1 Irvington Station 
16 League of Women Voters 04-18-05 16-1 Transit-oriented Development 
16-2 NEPA 
16-3 Alternatives Analysis 
16-4 Land Use 
16-5 Transit-oriented Development 
16-6 Alternatives Analysis 
16-7 Independent Utility 
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 


Letter 
Number Commenter Date Comment Topic 
17 Math-Science Nucleus 04-14-05 17-1 Paleontological Resources 
17-2 Cultural Resources 
17-3 Hydrology 
17-4 Hydrology 
17-5 Habitat/Biological Resources 
18 Math-Science Nucleus 03-26-05 18-1 Paleontological Resources 
19 Sierra Club 04-25-05 19-1 General 
19-2 Ridership/cost 
19-3 Cost 
19-4 Model Validity 
19-5 Land Use 
19-6 Alternatives Considered 
19-7 Section 4(f) 
19-8 Funding 
19-9 Air Quality 
19-10 Energy 
19-11 Noise and Vibration 
19-12 Cost 
20 Sierra Club 05-07-05 20-1 Cost 
21 TRANSDEF, Schonbrunn 04-25-05 21-1 General 
21-2 Segmentation 
21-3 Logical Terminus 
21-4 Independent Utility 
21-5 Funding 
21-6 Travel Times 
21-7 Transit-oriented Development 
21-8 Transit-oriented Development 
21-9 Environmental Justice 
21-10 Environmental Justice 
21-11 Environmental Justice 
21-12 Alternatives Analysis 
21-13 Independent Utility 
21-14 Alternatives Analysis 
21-15 Alternatives Analysis 
21-16 Transit-oriented Development 
21-17 Alternatives Analysis 
21-18 Alternatives Analysis 
21-19 Funding 
22 TRANSDEF, Chytilo 04-25-05 22-1 General 
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 


Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 


Letter 
Number Commenter Date Comment Topic 
22-2 Purpose and Need 
22-3 Alternatives Analysis 
22-4 Cumulative Impacts 
22-5 Segmentation 
22-6 NEPA 
22-7 Mitigation and Funding 
23 Urban Habitat - 23-1 Social Equity 
23-2 Social Equity 
23-3 Cost Effectiveness 
23-4 Model Validity 
23-5 Transit-oriented Development 
24 Warm Springs Transit Village 04-25-05 24-1 Transit-oriented Development 
24-2 Transit-oriented Development 
Individuals 
25 Anonymous 03-28-05 25-1 General 
25-2 Noise and Vibration 
25-3 Fremont Central Park 
25-4 Fremont Central Park 
26 Cameron, Charlie 04-13-05 26-1 Contact Information 
26-2 Contact Information 
26-3 Contact Information 
26-4 Contact Information 
26-5 Contact Information 
26-6 Contact Information 
26-7 AC Transit 
26-8 Contact Information 
26-9 Contact Information 
26-10 Contact Information 
26-11 Contact Information 
26-12 Station Design 
27 Cameron, Charlie 04-21-05 27-1 AC Transit 
27-2 AC Transit 
27-3 Contact Information 
28 Cauthen, Gerald 04-24-05 28-1 General 
28-2 Funding 
28-3 General 
28-4 BART Operations 
29 Corbett, Arnold 04-11-05 29-1 General 
30 Corbett, Arnold 04-11-05 30-1 General 
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Letter 
Number Commenter Date Comment Topic 
31 Gearhart, Susan 03-28-05 31-1 Project Description 
32 Ingber, Philip 04-01-05 32-1 Project Notification List 
33 Kennedy, Christy 04-19-05 33-1 General 
34 Wilkin, M 04-14-05 34-1 Transportation 
35 Martin, Elliot 04-18-05 35-1 Transit 
35-2 Bicycles 
35-3 Bicycles 
35-4 Transit-oriented development 
35-5 Transit-oriented development 
35-6 Transit-oriented development 
36 McGowen, Michael 03-28-05 36-1 Subway 
37 Nakadegawa, Roy 04-25-05 37-1 NEPA 
37-2 Transit-oriented Development 
37-3 Social Equity 
37-4 Transit-oriented Development 
37-5 Cost 
37-6 Access 
37-7 Social Equity 
37-8 Access 
37-9 Cost 
37-10 Cost 
37-11 Social Equity 
37-12 Transit-oriented Development 
37-13 Transit-oriented Development 
37-14 Social Equity 
37-15 Regional Perspective, Access 
37-16 Access 
37-18 General 
37-19 Ridership 
37-20 System Expansion Criteria 
37-21 Cost 
37-22 System Expansion Criteria 
37-23 Access 
37-24 Access 
37-25 Cumulative Impacts 
37-26 Transit-oriented Development 
37-27 Land Use 
37-28 Land Use 
37-29 Cost 
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Letter 
Number Commenter Date Comment Topic 
37-30 Land Use 
37-31 Land Use 
37-32 Land Use 
37-33 Land Use 
37-34 Cost 
37-35 Land Use 
37-36 Parking 
37-37 Ridership 
37-38 Bus Alternative 
37-39 Traffic 
37-40 Parking 
37-41 Transit-oriented Development 
37-42 Bus Rapid Transit 
37-43 Bus Rapid Transit 
37-44 Project Alternatives 
38 Nelson, Mark 04-01-05 38-1 Optional Irvington Station 
39 Rasko, George 04-25-05 39-1 BART Extension 
40 Thomas, Carol 04-04-05 40-1 Project Notification List 
41 Tustin, Don 03-28-05 41-1 Project Notification List 
Public Hearing Transcript 
42 Heath, Robert 04-12-05 42-1 Ventilation Structures 
42-2 At-grade alignment 
42-3 Fremont Central Park 
42-4 Ventilation Structures 
Perkell, Roy 04-12-05 = 42-5 SVRTC 
Cameron, Charlie 04-12-05 42-6 Transportation 
Matta, George 04-12-05 42-7 Irvington Station 
Quinson, Roberta 04-12-05 42-8 Vibration 
42-9 Sound Walls 
Martin, Elliot 04-12-05 42-10 Development 
Schonbrunn, David 04-12-05 42-11 Logical Terminus 
42-12 Independent Utility 
42-13 Smart Growth 
42-14 Cost 
42-15 Smart Growth 
42-16 High-speed Rail 
Louey, Tony 04-12-05 42-17 Access 
42-18 Access 
42-19 Transit-oriented Development 
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Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 


Letter 
Number Commenter Date Comment Topic 
McConnel, Randy 04-12-05 42-20 Transit 
42-21 Transit 
Matta, George 04-12-05 42-22 Irvington Station 
Bacon, Anne 04-12-05 42-23 Transit-oriented Development 
42-24 Smart Growth 


2.2 Comment Letters and Responses 


BART received comments from the public on its Draft EIS in a variety of ways: 


m Written comment letters from public agencies received during the public comment period, 


m Written comments as letters or email received from groups or individuals during the public 


comment period, 


= Comment cards received during the Public Hearing of April 12, 2005, and 


= Verbal comments recorded during the Public Hearing of April 12, 2005. 


This section presents all written and verbal comments received on the Draft EIS and BART’s 
response to each substantive comment on environmental issues. Each comment letter is reproduced 
in its entirety, including any supplemental material, and followed by BART’s response to each 


comment in the letter. 


If a proposed comment results in a change to the EIS, the proposed comment is discussed. Deleted 
text is stricken (deleted), an additional texts is underlined (additional text). The text changes have 


been made in the Final EIS. 
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 


Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 


a? 


Pd 


ot Letter 4 
& j UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION cx 
75 Hawthorne Street ae 
San Francisco, CA 941053001 mEcEIVED 
APR 1 o 26 
April 14, 3005 
Ms. Loraine Lennan 


U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Transit Administration, Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 2710 

San Frencisss, CA 34105 


Subject: Draft Environerental Impact Statement (Draft EIS) for the Bay Area Rapid Transit 
District Warm Springs Extension, Alameda County, California (CEQ # 050095) 


Dear Ms. Lenmar: 


The U.S, Environmental Protection Agency (EFA) has reviewed the above-referenced 
document pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on 
orale ag ry Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR Paris 1500-1508) and Section 309 of the 
cam Ar Act. 


Based on our review, EPA has rated the Draft EIS as Lack of Objections (LO). In 
addition, we node ihat the Drafi EIS is well written and has addressed EPA's previous scoping 
comments (May 17, 2004). While EPA has no objections to the Wann Springs Extension 
Project, our review has identified mitigation measures ihat could be accomplished to further 
MInTnie chvaronmental impacts of the proposed project. Cur enclosed comments address 
impacts on wetlands and flood storage capacity, noise impact, hazardous materials, and 
earthquake safety, A Summary of EPA Rating Definitions is aleo enclosed. 


We appreciate the opportunity to review this Draft EIS. When the Final EDS is released 
tor public review, please send two copies io the address above (mail code: CED-2). If you have 
any questions, please contact me or Connell Dunning, the lead reviewer for this project. Connell 
ean be reached at 415-047-4141 or dunning conn lligepa.pov. 


Sincerely, 


fq, Lisa B. Hanf, Manager 


Environmental Review Office 
Enclosures: Summary of EPA Rating Definitions 
Detailed Comments 
oc: Ms. Shani Adams, BART Warm Springs Group Manager 


BART Warm Springs Extension 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 2-10 
Volume 2: Response to Public Comments 


June 2006 


J&S 04071.04 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 


U.S. Enrirennsental Protection Agency Kaiing System fer i, 
' Draft Envireomental Inspect Statements : 
Definitions and Follow-Up Action 


Envirennrotal Loapact of the Acthen i 


Lid = Lack of Objections 

‘The U5. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) review haw not identified any potential evvirenmental impacts requiring 
substantive changes to the proposal, The nview may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation eeaeunes that 
could be accomplished with no more than minor changes oo the propel, 


EC = Envircemental Concerns 
EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should ke avoided in order to fully peotect the eavinonment. 
‘Connective measums may require changes io the preferred wlkernative o¢ application of mutigation excasures thar con rodece 


EB? - Eavironmental Objections 

EPA cecirw has identi Ged cignificast eevirgamental impacts thar skeeld be aenided in onder to provide adequate 
protection fer the eevirommend. Corrective meaeures mary recaire substantial changes to the preferred alternative or 
considerniion of some other project alternative (including the n-action alternative of a new altereative), HPA inienels ip work 
with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. 


El! — Environesentally Uneatifactory 

EPA review has identified adverse onvironmental impacts that are off eefficion magnitede that they ane unsatlefactory free 
the itandpeint of public health or welts of environmental quality. HPA iewencls tc work with the lead agency to redace these 
tap if the poanntial unaciefactory impact: aro not comected af the final E15 stage, thix proposal willl be recommended for 
refennal io the Coancel on Envircemental Qualigy (CEO). 


Adequacy of the Impact Stadcmced 


Categery l-Adeqaate = 

BPA belsevea the diraft (EIS adequsiety seta foeth et orvirommental impact(a) of the preferred alsernative and those of the 
alicrmaives maonably available b> the project of action. No farther analy of data oolloction is necemsmry, bub the reviewer 
iy apeaT ee adldition of clarifying lingeage or infcamation, 


Categery 2 - IneufTichent Laformaiion 

‘Tht draft ES does net contain sufficeent information for EPA to fally assess environenenial impacts that shovald he 
avoided in order to fully protect the environment, of the EPA reviewer hos identified new reasceubly available alternatives that 
are within the spoctran of alicmatives analyoed in the draft EDS, whitch could mduce the environmental impacts of tbe action, 
The Wentsfied additional information, data, analyses of discussion should bo incheded in the final HES. 


Category 3 — Inadequate 

EPA does sot believe that the daft ELS adequately assesses potentially significa environmental impacts of the action, oF 
the EPA reviewer han iden fied nee, reasonably available alternatives that arc comade of the spoctrem of aliomatives analyred 
ie ee ira ETS, which whould be anadyced is order to redace the potentially significant environmental impacts, EPA believes 
that the identified addbtionsl information, data, analyse, or discussions are of wach a magnitads that they showld have full public 
povicw at i draft itge. EPA does not believe that the draft E15 is adequate toe the pexposea of the National Environmental 
Policy Act and or Section 308 review, ane thus should be formally revised anc mace arailable for public comment ina 
wo ‘Ohm She basis of the prtential saggni Geant impact involved, this proposal could be w candidass 

feferral key : 


* Prom EPA i 
ioaT. 
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EFA DETAILED COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE BAY 
AREA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT WARM SPRINGS EXTENSION IN ALAMEDA COUNTY, CALIFORNIA, , 
APRIL 13, 2004 


Page 4.5-14 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft BIS) states that the 
Warm Springs Extension Project will require filling a portion of Tule Pord South, resulting in a 
loss of flood storage capacity. Page 4.6-9 states that the required filling of Tule Pond South will 
affect up to 0.7 acres of seasonal wetlands habitat. Mitigation Measure EI-3 (page 4.5-14) 
proposes to (t) expand Tule Pond South and/or (2) create an additional flood storage: facility, or 
detention pond, af the same location to mitigate for the impact of lost Mood storage capacity, The 
Draft EES does not discuss the feasibility of cach option, or what additional impacts may result 
from the proposed options if implemented individually or together. 


Recommendations: 


Clarify the description of Mitigation Measure H-3 to indicate the feasibility of expanding 
Tule Pond South and/or creating an additional flood detention pond. In light of the 
estimated impacts to seasonal wetlands habitat, address the potential beneficial and 
negative impacts that may result from the implementation of either measure and identify 
any additional measures to farther minimize impacts. 


The Draft ETS incorporates many meaturcs to avoid and minimize impacts, The Final ES 
should quantify the benefits and reduced impacts that arc a neeult of any additional 
avenance, Munimizalion, or mitigation meacures thal are identified between the Draft and 
Final ETS, 


Noise and Vibration Impact 


The Orait ELS presents the Federal Transit Administration's (FTA) guidance for noise 
mitigation and indicates that for all residences with severe noise impacts, mitigation is proposed, 
and for all residences with moderate noise impacts, mitigation is recommended (page 4.13-18). 
However, Table 4.13-9 (page 4.13-21) identifies the benefits of mitigation when proposed 
measures ane applied to both severe and moderate impacts (totaling 393 residences), implying 
that mitigation will be implemented to reduce impacts where both severe and moderate impacts 12 


Recommendation: 


Clarify the proposed mitigation for noise and vibration impacts that will accompany this 
project. The Final EIS should clearly indicate whether FTA and Bay Area Rapid Tronsit 
(BART) propose mitigation for all 393 residences with nvoderate and severe noise 
impacts, or whether mitigation is proposed for only the 146 residences with severe noise 
impacts. Modify Table 4.13-9, if necessary, to reflect actual noise mitigation 
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commitments. 1 FTA and BART determine that additional noise mitigation to residences 
with moderate impacts is warranted, the Pinal ELS should include this commitment ane 
quantity the number of residences that will benefit from mitigation. 


Hazardous Materials and Hazardous W: 


The Draft ETS identifies that the proposed extension will inchude the construction of a 
vehicle maintenance shop building and a three-acre fenced maintenance yard. While the Draft 
EIS addresses procedures for responding to potential hazards associated with gas leaks, 
hazardous materials, and toxic spills during construction and operation of the proposed 
exengion, the document doce not address procedures for minimizing hazardows material ocage 
and preventing production of hazardous waste. A hazardous materiala management plan can 
potentially reduce the volume andor toxicity of waste requiring subsequent management as 1 
hazardous waste under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and California's 
RCKA implementation provisions. 


Recommvencations; 


Address the expected types and volumes of havardous materials associated with the 
maintenance yard and other facilites, Evaluate alternate processes potentially using a 
smaller volume of hazardous materials and/or bess toxtc materials, especially as project 
mitigation. Identify expected storage, disposal, and management plans and provide an 
ésimate of the reduction in hazardous material usage. 


Earthquake Safety Measures 

The proposed Wanm Springs Extension will cross the Hayward Fault Zone (HF) twice. 
The Drefi BIS does a good job of disclosing the potential seismic activity along the HFZ, 
including an estimated 32%. chance for an carthquake of magnitude equal to or greater than 6,7 to 
occur between 2000 and 2030 (page 43-8). Given the high potential for fault activity and 
resulting safety concerns, it is critical that the BART and FTA clearly outline in the Draft EIS 
how the consiraction and operation of the new facility will incorporate the latest technology to 
ensure human safety. 


Recommend ations: 


Expand upon the mitigation measures proposed for potential impacts resulting from 
earbquake-induced ground shaking and ground mupture (page 43-13). Specifically, the 
Draft EDS should further describe measures and new technologica that will be wilized to 
construed a safe facility. In addition, the Draft BIS should identify how BART's 
Earthquake Safety Program and ongoing seismic vulmerabality studies will inform the 
[ontction and oporation of the proposed facility. 
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Response to Comment Letter 1 


1-1: 


1-2: 


BART’s engineering analysis determined that the creation of additional flood storage at a 
new location was the only feasible alternative, and it determined that the right-of-way is 
sufficiently large to construct the additional flood control area. 


No substantial negative impacts would be anticipated for either option noted under mitigation 
measure H-3, as the current habitat at that location consists of disturbed grassland. In 
addition, the benefit of constructing the replacement flood storage capacity at this location is 
that the mitigation would provide on-site, in-kind replacement of wetland habitat functions. 


In the discussion of Mitigation Measure N-1, the terms “proposed” and “recommended” are 
synonymous. Both terms refer to locations where BART would implement mitigation as part 
of the proposed project. 


As described on pages 4.13-10 and 4.13-11 of the DEIS there are two types of noise impacts 
as defined by FTA: severe impacts and moderate impacts. For the purposes of identifying 
areas in which mitigation will be applied, moderate impacts are broken down into two 
categories: those cases where the increase in noise from the project is 5 dB or greater, and 
those cases where the increase is less than 5 dB. So in summary the following three 
categories of impacts are used in the analysis: 


m Severe impacts, 
= Moderate impacts with a 5 dB increase, and 
= Moderate impacts with less than 5 dB increase. 


The locations where each of these impacts are predicted to occur are identified in Figure 4.13 
of the DEIS. Table 4.13-7 shows the number of residences subject to all three types of 
impacts. 


As discussed on page 4.13-18 of the DEIS, BART will implement mitigation at locations 
subject to severe impacts and at locations subject to moderate impacts with a 5dB increase. 
Mitigation will not be implemented at locations subject to moderate impacts and an increase 
of less than 5dB. It is important to understand, however, that BART’s planned mitigation for 
locations with severe impacts and locations with moderate impacts and a 5db increase could, 
in some cases, benefit locations with moderate impacts and less than a 5dB increase as well. 
Such a situation occurs at residences located on the east side of the track between Walnut 
Avenue and Stevenson Boulevard. As can be seen in Figure 4.13-6a, residences with 
moderate impacts and a less than 5dB increase (noted a green) are located behind residences 
with moderate impacts and a 5dB increase (noted in blue). 


Table 4.13-9 identifies locations where noise barriers are proposed as mitigation. This 
mitigation addresses all residences subject to severe impacts and all residences subject to a 
moderate impact and S5dB increase, with the exception of two residences, which are located 
between Paseo Parkway and Washington Boulevard, and subject to severe impacts. The 
planned noise barrier at this location would not fully mitigate the severe impacts at these two 
residences. As stated in Table 4.13-9, building sound insulation is the only feasible mitigation 
to fully mitigate the severe impacts at these residences. 
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1-4: 


At this time, BART plans to provide mitigation (the combination of barriers and insulation) 
at all 393 residences listed in Table 4.13-9. In the event that additional site-specific studies 
demonstrate that mitigation is appropriate at specific locations, the list of residences 
presented in Table 4.13-9 will be modified based on the results of the additional studies. 


The comment advocates the development of a hazardous materials management plan to 
reduce the volume and/or toxicity of hazardous material generated through operations of the 
maintenance facility. 


The proposed maintenance facility will only have capacity for 1 or 2 vehicles at a time. 
Experience with current maintenance of BART's electric vehicles produces a minimum 
amount of hazardous waste. BART's four maintenance facilities, which perform dedicated 
maintenance on up to 200 vehicles, are not designated as large quantity generators of 
hazardous waste. The majority of waste generated by BART's maintenance operations is 
recycled per current BART operating procedures. Because BART has not been a routine 
large quantity hazardous waste generator, a written waste minimization program required for 
such under Title 22 is not necessary. However, BART does incorporate waste minimization 
in all of its activities with efforts to minimize waste streams, identify obsolete products and 
substitute products that are more environmentally friendly, and classify hazardous waste as 
universal waste, as appropriate, in an effort to encourage recycling and reuse and minimize 
cost. Compliance with local, state, and federal applicable laws for the storage, handling, and 
transportation of hazardous materials will ensure that any impact is less than significant. 


BART has employed state-of-the-art analytical methods to determine the seismic 
characteristics of the locations where the WSX alignment crosses the Hayward Fault. As 
noted in the comment, the WSX Alignment will cross the Hayward Fault in two locations. 
The northern fault crossing will be made on an earthen embankment, and the southern fault 
crossing will be at grade. An earthen embankment is more tolerant of differential fault 
movement than rigid structures and the safest way to cross the fault. An engineered 
embankment is a proven solution to the problem of fault shaking or fault rupture. The 
southern fault crossing is at grade, and no embankment is necessary. Fault rupture would be 
immediately detectable by BART’s seismic sensors and the BART train control system 
would immediately halt service. BART’s seismic design program directly informs BART 
seismic design criteria, which was used on all structures on the WSX project. The title for 
Mitigation Measure G-2, which appears on page 4.3-13 of the DEIS, is misleading, as the 
BART fault crossings will not be made on elevated structures. The word elevated will be 
removed from the Title of the mitigation measure and from the second sentence as follows: 


Mitigation Measure G-2—Design and construct elevated BART tracks on 
engineered embankments. In general, engineered earthen embankments are more 
tolerant of the differential fault movement than are rigid structures that could 
otherwise be used to support elevated BART tracks. Accordingly, elevated segments 
of the proposed BART tracks that cross known traces of the HFZ will be constructed 
on engineered earthen embankments instead of rigid structures. The embankment 
design will be prepared in accordance with the BART Extensions Program Design 
Criteria, Volume II, 1990, and specific recommendations developed for the fault 
crossing near Walnut Avenue (Bay Area Transit Consultants 1989). The design 
criteria established for the Walnut Avenue crossing will include adequate crest width 
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to accommodate track realignment that could become necessary due to fault rupture 
and/or fault creep, 2:1 side slopes, and removal of unstable foundation materials. 
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United States Department of the Interior Ge? 


OPFICE OF THE SECRETARY | 
Wuhisqran, ES 20240 Tu ERIeR 
ER OS/207 Latter 2 
Ms, Lorraine Lerman DEC 09 2005 
Cammunthy Planner 
Federal Trans& Administration - Region [x 
210 Mission Straat, Suite 2270 
San Francisco, Califomia $4105 
Deer his. Leman: 


This is in response to your Mquest for the Decartment of the Intenors (Och) 
comments on the Draft Enviroumantal impact Statement and Soction 4(fvath 
Evaluation forthe San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Trans’ (BART) District, Warm 
Springs Extension Project, City of Fremont, Alameda County, California. 


The National Park Service, a3 a cooperating agency in the preparation of the 
subject project, provided the stiached comments to the Federal Transit 
Administration on a 21, 2005, indicating that its concems have now been 


We concur that there Is no prudent and feasible altermafive to the 

: aroposed 
Project, if project obfecthes era to be met, We also contur wth the proposed 
measures to minimize harm to historic resources. 


For further information, please contact Gary Munsterman, P Coordi 
National Park Service al 510-817-1448, Sie — 


Wvilligs Ft or 
Director, Office of Environmental Policy 
afd Gampltince 


Attachment NPS fotter daied October 21, 20045 
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Response to Comment Letter 2 


2-1: | No response is required. 
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Page 1 ort 
Letter 3A 
From: Gary Munsterman@nps.gov 
Ta: “bartwarmspringsextension@bart.qov" RECEIVED 
<hartwanmnspringsextension@ bart. gov > 
oct rend @parks.ca.gov ACs 


Dabe: Tuesday, April 19, 2005 11:19AM 
Subject: Comment Extension Request 


The National Park Service (NPS) cequests an extension for BART 
recealpt of 
comments Crom April 25 till May 6. The California Department of 


Pack and 

Recreation, the city of Freemont, and WPS met in Mareh cancerning 
thie 

conversion of the partion of Freement Central Park to be occupied 
hy BART 


Ventilation structures and adjoining replacesent property. We had 
anticinated but have vet Fo receive 4 Formal request from the city 
Por Fan 

conversion of this portion of the park which is protected by 

Secl Lor 

(Ff) (4) requirements associated with prior Land and Water 
Conservation Pure : 

grants tunded improvements at the pack. We seek ‘to obtain and 
submit this ' 

request inte the record of the DEIS with other MPS comments in 
order that 

this review satiafy HEPA requirements aseociated with the parkland 
conversion. Failure to properly characterize both the converted 


area ard 

pop lacement Property within the subject DETS could result in the 
nfaed for ; 

subsequent onvironmental reviews for the packland conversion actian 
with . 


possible resulting delays. Please reply indicating your 
willingness to 
grant the requested extension. 


Gary Munsterman 

Hational Park Service 

1111 Jackson Street, Suite FO 
Oakland, CA 4607-4907 

Voice 510-817-1445 

Fax S10-817-1505 


* btpc/fnotes-cOl adm. bart, govinail/web0006.nsfi($inbox}/4 1F2475B580196SE88256FER0... 4/19/2005 


3A-1 


3A-2 


Ff 
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Response to Comment Letter 3A 


3A-1: BART agreed to accept a late comment from the National Park Service (NPS). See 
comment letter no. 3B of May 6, 2005. 


3A-2: A formal request for conversion of the portion of Fremont Central Park protected by Section 
6(f)3 associated with prior Land and Water Conservation Fund grants was made by the City 
of Fremont subsequent to this letter. The conversion request is attached to the following 
letter (letter no. 3B) from the National Park Service. 
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Letter 3B 
United States Department of the Interior —_ 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
Pacific: Wrst igen 


ere Ti 

Parad 17 

May 6, 2005 

Ms. Shari Adams MAY 11 2005 
San Francisco Bey Arca Rapid ‘Tranait District 

400 Lakeshore Drive TRANSIT SYS 
21" Floor 

Oekland, CA 94612 


Subject: Comments on Dealt Eevironmental Inpect Statement and 4008 Evaleation 
BART Warm Springs Extensice 


The National Park Service (NPS) has reviewed portions of the subject document as it pertains to the 

impact of the propesed project on Freemont Central Park, the location of toro Land ane Waster 

Conservation Fumd grants (Grant Nea. (40022 and 000994), We submit the following comments in 

acentdance with a prior requested comment extension granted by HART aed the Federal Transit 

Administration. ‘The sehject grants provided for the improvement of a pathway along the neetham and 

easter ebore of Lake Eleabeth and the wtility, landscape and ballifield improvements on a 66 acre portion 

of the park located nowth of the former state highway parcel, subwepacntly acquired bry the city, 

Section 4.9.1 describes Freemont Central Park and the role of the California Department of Parke and 

Recreation (COPE) and National Park Service Land as a result of the Land and Water Conservation Fund 3B-1 
(LWCP) grants described in this section. It should be clarified the LWCF grunts were awarded ta COPE 

and subeoquently assagned by COPR to the city of Freemont for the described progects. 

Tht National Park Service recognises the unavoidable impact associated with construction activines 

sisocivied with the project im general and within Freemont Central Park in particular, BART has 

identified mitigation measures whoch addresses these impaces to the extent practicable, Our review ia 3B-2 
Principally directed to the conversion of portions of Central Park pursuant to Section ((f) of the Land amd 
a Fund Act of 1965, as amended (P.L. 88-578) and implementing regulations at 14 


Section 4.13 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (TMEIS) describes the noise and vibration 
impacts of proposed BART operations along the project route. Receptor locations along the route which 
exceed an increase greater than $ db are identified, Central Park is neither identified as a noise receptor 

Iocation or an area expected to be cither moderately or severely impacted by increased noise, Noise 

impacts wore & prnkipal staied objection of NPS in response to the 1997 DEIS and evaluation of the 3B-3 
potential conversion of the park asa result of the elevated track proposed at that time, While BART 
reproscniatives have assured that the noise impacts within the park wall mot be significant, we request that 
the impact be further evaluated in the FES, Whale urban background noise is prevalent throughout the 
park, the Lake Eleabeth pathways provide an oppectunity for quiet reflection often sought within parks im 
urban areas. NPS requests further evaluation of the impacts of noise emissions from the proposed jE 
ventilation structures and the southern portal, We request BART Further quantify the anticipated noise | 3B-5 
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me 


National Park Service 
Page 2 


effcets resulting from proposed BART operations on trail users, The Section 4(f) evaluation msgeests that 
acoustically rated vents is likely to reduce poise impacts below a level of impairment. This requirement ig 
not however contained a miligation meacure nor is such a fiasure quantified as having the anticipated 


NPS has also reviewed Section 6.4.2 of the DEIS coninining the 4(f) evaluation of the proposed project 
on Central Park. The proposed construction of a subway section across and under the park is qualidies 
the project as providang for only temporary use of park land during the pesiod of comstrection pursuant to 
Section 4(f). Semalarly, Section 675.9.5(a) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Manual exempts 
underground utilities as exempt from é&{f) conversion requirements. NPS finds this provision to be 
applicable to proposed project's subway portions in as much as BART serve as a municipal utility 
providing for the transport of persons throughout the Bay Area., alec subpect to California State Public 
Litility Commission tafety oversight, 

The proposed ventilation structures estimate to occupy approximately appromimately 24,484 =f. of 
Property improved with the referenced WCF grants are considered to be a conversion and avhject to 
review and replacement pursuant to Section 6{f). MIPS acknowledges the adequacy of the referenced 44 f) 
evaluation, inchading avoidance alternatives and mitigation mtagares. This amwlysis contains information 
pertinent to the evaluation required by Section if) criteria contained within 36 CFR 44.3 and 
COnesponding noquinements contained within Section 675.9.3 of the LWiCF Marvel, 


The city of Freemont's request for the canversion off the area to be occupied by the vemtilation structures 


within Central Park addresses the sabject requirements, ‘The city’s request is enclosed and we request that - 


ithe inchaded withis the Final ETS. record for the purpose of satisfying caviroamental review 
requirments assocused with the requested federal action by NPS on the conversion request. Due to the 
late axrival of this formal request, neither NPS nor CDPR have had an opportunity to fully review the 
justification and response to the referenced entenia. The submittal identifies a proposed replacement 
parcels, comtaining approximately 1.6 acres, adjoining Central Park's caster bourdary and including a 
portion of the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) tine, which is proposed to be relocated as a part of a 
raulroad grade separation project. The location of the parcel is identified on a Section 6(f3) boundary 
Tip incorponiie”d by referenced. We request BART inchade a copy of this map within the FEDS a a part 
ofMPS' comments. NPS finds that the proposed replacement property would provide similar recreation 
ubility 2% the arca proposed to be occupeed by the ventilation structares. 

NPS will further evaluate the city's recent submittal and respond following the completion of BART 
cevironmental review, including consideratios of any public comments on the effect of the project om 
Central Park. Although the proposed replacement property was mot disclosed im the DELS and therefore 
fad not boon subject to public review, we believe that this action will qualify for a categorical exclusion 
from further envaronmontal review under NFS cules implementing the Natioeal Environmental Policy Act 
(Doreciog's Onder 12 Section 3.4.7.2). We invite any public comments on ibe proposed application of 
such an feemplion to the designation of the proposed replacement property, 

if you have any questions, please do pot berailaic to contacd me at S481 7-1445, 


Sincerely, ) 
Camry Mi 


(rants Coordisuwtor 
Enehonine 
© Bachurd Rendon, CORR 
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Parks and Recreation Department 


F rt | BOL hon S008, Premment, CA ES 7-5008 


@ 


Project Officer : 
State of California, Department of Parks and Recreation 
P.O, Box 942896 


In response to your lettes dated December 1, 2004, I am writing to seat the approval of 
the conversion af approximatety 0.86 actes of land in Fremont's Central Park ftom public 
outdoor recreational use, in onder to accommodate the siting and development off two 

" Mao SIMCOE required by the BART Warm Springs Extension 
project. The converted land will be replace by a greater amount of park lasd 
(approximately 1.6 acres), as desesibed in this lettcr and reflected io the attached maps. 


‘The City understands jt is the position of the National Park Service (NPS) and the State 
Department of Parka and Recreation (State) chat the siting and development of the two 


ventilstion structures constitutes a conversion per Chapter 675.903 (A 4) of the Land and 


lo light of the absence of a boundary map for the two L'WCF grants 
bo the (ity, 
fact that neither of the vent #inachares are situated ia lira Lg 


Parkr Dining Corpuncias rar Decreniion Buvisien 
a) mh | 80 700- e SSG a4-9000 pA | G10 4-079 fia 
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Waly 1, Som 


cic ie a a et awl 
requirements you provided. 


Mt should be noted thet, in the City's opinion, the anderground portion of the BART 
wolway through Cental Pask qualifies os an exception to conversion per the language in 
Boction 52) of the Mannal, which states "Underground utility easements that do not have 
Significant impacts upon the recreational utility of the park will mot constitute a 


In response to the “Prerequisites for Consideration of Conversions” (Part 675.9, Section 
bisa eer peg the DWC Grants Marnial, | offer the information. I 


; sath sateen ko site Gitano tite ticae tee Beer 
review, 


Bi. (1) All practical altermumtives to the convession of the lind have been evaluated in 


Chapter 3 of the “Daft Environmental Impact Stemement and Draft 4(f'6(1) 


BART Wann Springs Extension”, Febroary 2005, prepared by the Federal Tranait 
Adiministration, U5. Departreent of and the San 
Rapid Tilssict eat BIB) Transportation, Francisco Bay Aree . 


BART ventilation structures, aye peterstrhet. mee wales the 
EAR cine Haale ea ga tn 
2,400 square feet of this site is considered as converted parkland. 


Using these ft the vahoes of 
ie ar a DOtapeS, Me rcpeiy to be comer ond the pragerty 


Park Property 
Northem Ventilation Structure Parcel: 2.400 aq, it. x 525.00 per square foot = $60,000 
Souther Ventilation Structure Parcel: 22,064 sq. ft. x 90.916 per square foot = $20,250 


Tol: =. & R0,250 
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Pele, Bllichsaig hs pethowty 
Mier 3, 


Replacement Parcel: 69,66 sq, ft. x $525 per square foot = $356,000 
B. (3) The City of Frenont's City Comncil and Recreation Commission have evaluated 
the ed repilacestent pr i 


Cantenl Park, and will therefore serve the same conmiusity as the converted property. 
Also, the replacement land will be administered by the same political jurisdiction (Le. 
City of Fremont) at the converted property. 


Tha Grade Separation Project will enable the BART Warm Springs Extension to remain 

Tooele i ivuaiaatood by ho Cay oad BART Aur hatin thant nace 
is ity and BART that the City Grade j 

oust precede the BART Eatension. eae = 


constrection of the BART Warm Springs Extension Project, the City will own the 
existing UPRR between Central Park and the proposed Central Park 
property Prope 


B. Gs) This section is not applicable since project sponsor is replacing converted 


BART Warm Springs Extension 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 2-25 
Volume 2: Response to Public Comments 


June 2006 


J&S 04071.04 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 


er. Rlchatd Bleadon 
ely 3, 2h 


B. (34) This section is mot applicable to this request. 


B. (4) The replacement property meets the requirements of Part 640.2.1 (C). A portion of 
Ses acl oie spread ts ends aration tartan Feane Falkglbcincs Gabe 
Separation Project, thereby providing special recreational opportimitice. 


B. (4) (a-d) These sections are not appHoable to this request. 


The Draft EIS has identified the following mitigation measures to “potential adverse 
effects on viroal quality and character of Fremont Central Park from proposed ventilation 
structures" (see page 411-14): 


* “Coordinate with the City of Frement in g erteria for design of 

iermoeotepuct pu ART tt os hr 
desagms se yin lrresin e shy a  i with visual 
reagaitees of the immediate project vicinity, including park maintenance 
fucilities and Landseaping. : ss 

* Use nerface treatments, forms, textures and colors that reflect Fremont's 
architectural character and that belp blend the ventilation stroctares and 
Ena panogs (ny ew od set 

. plantings (e.g. trees and shrubs) slong the edges of buildings end 
acy fencing. The plantings will be consistent with the character 
existing vegetation in the park.” . = 


‘The City of Fremont is in agreement with these mitigation measures, 


B. (6) and (7) All necessary coordinatloa with Federal Ajencies has been addressed 


B. (8) Lstergovernmental Review Systen (E. 0, 12372) teqpuires federal agencies in 
sip heme memnlnend a of proposed federal actions. BART has notified 
Goncen' porte ri Research about the preparation of the Draft EIS, 


B. (9) The proposed conversion is not inconsistent with the State Comprehensive 


Recreation Plan dines the berus of iota i 
Sane (SCORP), af conversion is pot addressed ka the 
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baby 3G 


B..C10) No comment is requersd. in response to this section. 
B. (11) ‘This section is not applicable to this request. 


Bi. (12) The southern vent structure is Jocated on land gwned by the Alameda County 
Flood Control and Water Conservation District. The District end the City of Fremont 
entered Into a Real Property Heense agreement on August 20, 1968, whieh granted the 
City the right to te approximately 174 seres of land owned by the District for 
recretiional piarpodes. This Agreement expired on August 19, 2004, and war renewed 
with a one-year Real Property License: Agreement that wil] expire on Angust 19, 2005. 
The two apencies are currently working to finalizé a long —temn (25-year) agreement, 
Which will allow the City to contiquc operating the District's holdings for recreational 
paxposss. Both the original agreement and the one-year extendion are enclosed for your 


Aud, Lawtly, the recorded deed for the replacement property will be submitted 
completion of the tramssction, ~ 


Please feel free fo contact me at 510.494.4363 or makleviiel fremont.caus if you have 
any questions, ' 


Michael Barrett, Assistant City Attorney, City of Fremont 
Jim Pierson, Assistant Ciry Engineer, City of Fremont 
Randy Sabedo, Real Property Manages, City of Fremont 


Shari Tavaf Adams, Warn Springs Group Manager, Bay Area Rapld Trait 
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Response to Comment Letter 3B 


3B-1: Section 4.9 has been revised to incorporate the comment. The second full paragraph on page 
4.9-2 has been amended by adding the following text after the fourth sentence: 


The grants were awarded to DPR and subsequently assigned by DPR to the City of 
Fremont for improvements in Fremont Central Park. 


3B-2: Comment noted. 


3B-3: Page 4.13-4 of the draft EIS states that Fremont Central Park is a noise-sensitive receptor. 
However, in response to concerns raised by the NPS regarding noise impacts on the park 
from the elevated track proposed in 1992, BART modified the project design to put the track 
underground in the vicinity of primary use areas in the park thus eliminating adverse noise 
effects from train passages to park users. (See also the response to comment 3.5.) 


3B-4: Refer to the responses to Comments 3.3 and 3.5. 


3B-5: Fremont Central Park is a multiple use facility with sports fields, Lake Elizabeth, picnic 
grounds and a footpath, which skirts the lake. Consequently, the existing ambient noise 
environment and the potential for impact are different depending on which portion of the 
park is affected. For example, the sports fields (baseball diamond and basketball courts) are 
not as sensitive to noise as the footpath. The ambient noise environment in the park also 
varies. Close to the major roadways (Stevenson Boulevard on the north and Paseo Padre 
Parkway on the west) motor vehicle traffic noise is the dominant source. On the east side of 
the park is an active freight railroad corridor owned by the Union Pacific Railroad. The park 
is also in the flight path of the regional airport in Hayward and subject to low flying small 
aircraft. 


As reported in the DEIS, ambient noise measurements were conducted in Fremont Central 
Park near the walking trail. (See Figure 4.13-3 of the DEIS, location ST-1.) Audible noise 
sources that occurred during the measurement were distant traffic and distant construction 
noise. The measured sound level was 49dBA-Leg over 1 hour. This is a low sound level for 
an urban setting and is considered to be representative of the generally low sound level in the 
park. 


There are three potential noise sources from BART related to the park: 


m Airborne noise from BART trains moving through the subway that will be emitted from 
the vent structures in the park; 


m Airborne noise that will be emitted from the vent structures when the ventilation fans 
operate in the subway; and 


= BART trains in the south portal area and on ballasted tracks south of the south portal 
(The north portal is north of Stevenson Boulevard and sufficiently far from the park that 
train noise will not cause a significant noise impact to the sports fields on the north end of 
the park.) 


The BART train noise from the south portal and from the vent shafts would be a frequent 
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3B-6: 


3B-7: 


3B-8: 


occurrence, whereas noise from the ventilation fans would be a very infrequent event. The 
ventilation fans would be used only during an emergency or for nighttime or for weekend 
maintenance work hours (when trains do not operate). 


An independent analysis conducted by Wilson-Ihrig Associates indicates that acoustical 
treatments incorporated into the vent structures will limit noise from train passages to 45 
dBA or less just outside the structure itself. This is well below the transient noise criterion of 
55 dBA identified in Table 4.13-6 of the EIS for ancillary facilities. 


As discussed on page 4.13-26 of the DEIS, noise impacts from ventilation fan operation at 
the proposed ventilation structures could exceed BART’s Design Criteria for land use 
Category II. To reduce potential noise impacts from fan operations at the ventilation 
structures, Mitigation Measure N-3 identifies measures that BART will employ to mitigate 
impacts from this source of noise. This measure includes a performance standard of 45 dBA 
for continuous noise as specified in Table 4.13-6 for Category II open space. Specific design 
measures to reduce noise from fan operations to acceptable levels, such as noise dampers, 
will be identified as part of the project final design. With noise from ventilation fan 
operations being at or below 45 dBA at active park use areas, the combined sound level of 
vent operations and the existing ambient noise level would be at most 51 dBA. Accordingly 
the increase in noise associated with ventilation fan operations would be 2 dB or less at active 
park use areas. A 3 dB increase in normally considered the threshold of a perceptible noise 
increase. Therefore, fan operations at the vent structures are not considered to result in a 
substantial noise increase at the park. 


The WIA analysis also states that noise from BART trains near the south portal will be less 
than 70 dBA at the closest area of the park that could be occupied, which is the footpath on 
the east side of the lake. This corresponds to an hourly equivalent sound level of less than 55 
dBA. With the ambient noise level at 49 dBA, the FTA threshold for moderate impacts is 58 
dBA (see Table 4.13-3). Noise from BART trains at the portal, therefore, will be less than the 
threshold for moderate impacts at active park use areas. 


In conclusion, the design team evaluated the potential noise impacts for the WSX BART 
project on the park and designed mitigation to reduce any impacts to a less than significant 
level. With the identified mitigation, there should be no significant noise impacts to the park. 


The City of Fremont’s request for conversion of land within Fremont Central Park for the 
proposed BART ventilation structures has been included as an attachment to this letter and is 
a part of this Final EIS. 


The Section 6(f)3 boundary map of Fremont Central Park is included as part of the City of 
Fremont’s formal request for parkland conversion. See response to comment no. 3B-5. 


Pages 6-44 to 6-45 of the Draft EIS describe the property exchange that will occur between 
BART and the City of Fremont to fulfill Section 6(f)(3) requirements as well as requirements 
under the California Public Preservation Act of 1971. As described, the City would transfer 
approximately 1.0 acre to BART to construct the necessary ventilation structure(s), and 
BART would transfer approximately 1.6 acres east of the UP tracks to the City. The Section 
6(f)3 boundary map attached to this letter illustrates the location of the parcels that would be 
exchanged. 


BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 2-30 
Volume 2: Response to Public Comments J&S 04071.04 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 


The comment indicates that NPS anticipates additional NEPA review of the City of Fremont’s 
parkland replacement request following completion of BART's environmental review of the WSX 
project because the replacement property has not been described in the DEIS. However, the 
parkland replacement issues are included in the Section 6(f) discussion presented on pages 6-41 
to 6-45 of the DEIS and the property proposed for replacement parkland is described on page 6- 
44 of the DEIS. The location of the proposed replacement parkland area is shown on the map 
prepared by the City of Fremont, which is included in this Final EIS following Letter 3B. The 
Final EIS and ROD incorporate all consultation with federal agencies involved in the WSX 
NEPA review, and specifically the NPS as a cooperating agency. FTA, as the federal lead 
agency, will issue a Record of Decision (ROD) for the WSX project. FTA will not approve the 
ROD unless there is concurrence from NPS that the NEPA review was adequate and complete for 
NPS purposes. Based on subsequent letters and conversations with NPS representatives, NPS did 
not require any additional environmental review of the parkland replacement issue.’ Subsequent 
to this letter, the NPS and DOI concurred with the 6(f)(3) analysis. (Please refer to letters 3C and 
3D that follow.) 


' Gary Munsterman, Grants Program Coordinator, National Park Service. Personal communication, May 19, 2005. 
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" _ Letter 3C 


United States Department of the Interior 


RATIONAL PARK So Vio 
Lilies Geet ene al 
Chabal, (tetris BEAUTOARTTT AERO 
_ OCT 2 § 29, Veit. 3 
Gcieter M4, 2005 TRANS Fy gy 4.12.3 .8 
BEVEL py pt ar 
7.1% .3. (2 
Mu, Shari Adare TIe.4. 13 
San Francisco Hay Arca Rapid Transit Cistrct 
100 Lakeshore Drive 
2” Fleer 


Olek laa, (4 94612 


Subject: Supplemental Comments 8003) Comvrernion af Nottie of Fiecmewit Central Park 
BART Warm Springs Exieetion Protect 


Dear Ma. Adarrur 


fa eupploment to our cartier comments on the milject propoct Dyuait Rievinorienenial ferpact Site 
Noticnial Park Service has conducted ap whditional evaluation of Play 3, S008 better of reequcad ic ner hor 
by the City of Freemont to the Califitmis Departioetit of Parkes ated Recreation (CAPE) and atiechesd to 
ct Pic coer iE. ; 
The National Polk Service uniieretands the cay a Mepute conceming ff) purindleticn endl dm wr 

: i [hing a 
sotepl the cenverson pene as presented, ponding {oma aehmiinom by the CO. the pe hese 
nabeequenty wsignod the rederence grasa to the city of Freemont, 


As gubbcated in Gur prior cominein, we ale agree oii the city’ 

ein d aqinaan that tbe wikct gral suhwa 
partian of the subject project under Frecmaent Central Mark, inctuding portions subject to Mie) 
Protection ane oxempeed Hein comer NequiToMenie purMuATt to Section G79,9 3.43 Wa) oe an 
iniderground utility cascment. NPS finda Hod irngacts remulting from the Project will be temporary anel 
— te the period af construction, und therefore not eignifirandly impact the recteation wasilitty cal thee 


The city adiieesmed thie criteria contained it Socton 6730.38 of the Land and Water (Conservation Fi 
Miaraal whi (herr tequesd te OW NES evahiaies there reagnitiac ba “origins im the Por Ci 


(1h All proctica! altermatieds to fhe conversion have been evalsvieal ame! erie! os aacunal f 
The DEES cvaluaica the Warm Springs Extension and No-Budld shonatleas NFS arto, 
Ghat the exiting BART Preece Line Alignment, hocuted aporcainaiely 4 mile north of the 
park and the need 0 connect with the existing rullredd alinereet marth of Masco Fades Parkway 
soul of the park Birt the options for avoiding the park The ventilation stnactirerare an : 
essential mafety feature of the culrway design and are-required within the nalle bong sutraay 


zy The Gtr mantet value aj the property ta be converted hay Aeve eniatvichea! and she 
Proposed for sabsritetion br pf at ie apa arr imarbe wali... Aun appraceal ered ly 
the caty af Freemont and reviewed dnd approved by whe Department off the Interior Appraanal 
ra Derectormte fivtarad the convertion parcels, jointly containing 0.79 aces hove a value of 
ag, with the proposed replacement property containing [.Gacres and located adljentag the 
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(3) 


4) 


i 


(fi) 


Hashes Prk Servs 
Oaober 14, 2008 
Frage 3 


park and contusring land adjoining the southern eubway portal has a value 9f$66,000 

in the replaceinent pruperty with a value grealer than the converted property, papcot aaa 
the city's review, only appren imately 2,400 af of the 12,500 af ba he onekapied bry the proposed 
hosthern vest structure is located within the &{Y3) boundary, with the nemuining porson 
Cccp property sccpained bry the city following the award and cotnpletion of the prart-ausisted 
project. The appaussed Valeo of the replacement property, more thas offseta the wnlae of both the 
Hereer area appraised conversion area ce the enmaller area which be eetually anbyect io Of) 


The property proposed for meplaremear ix By neon eAy wiyurvelont werfulmers and facation 
thar betay converted... The city inducaigs that fi han Schaal ope ren perce eh 
ion acconlanoo wilh the requirements contained yithin the city's general plan. “The 


Which the city proposes to convert fo a pelestrian/bicyele trail, The anuthem vent stracture will 

be berated in sitmiler terrain, while the portion of the northern vent stnicsure contained within the 
BCI) boundary as within or imenedintely adjoining the parks sain parking area. The displaced 
parking will be secommodated by an enlargement of the adjoining parking orca. The replacenncte 
cortsina om utben sein cea unchulncin ander extern (a) unser this section in that i 

contsing art aban wetland area and provide an opportunity for aktitices! tpuil heared! eEneation 

Apputtumiioes, aiznilar te the comverical aca. ' 


‘The convertod property tn aseocuried With a development project and the land wadue aseciaird 

with ieproved patklond was not on element of the match The replacement property meets the 

LYE acquirtion eligibility requiretnenitis and will bea part of the adjoaning Central Park. “The 
proposed replacement project complies with this Secting endl sub-<ritcria (if, , 


fa the cane of contre” sles whick are echally rather phan commiting, the baypenct 
Somverive portion mt the romdinder abel! be comnelrredt isu pe 
sneosrerted ara mod renin recreatiomelly vinive or be replaced aa well A letter prepared by 
Wislon, Uhrig. and Avsocistes (WLA) dated September 19, 21106 further analy:ned potential nodse 
impacts cmatating fem the proposed ventilation structares, WHA comelusiod thai the moles 
Empacis would be negligible. NPS enneluded based pon the WEA 's unalysts that thse impacts 
would be below a level of significance ard the impact resulting from the conversiin will not 


All necessary coordination with other Federal Ayroniciex hax been satisfactprily accomplished 
The DELS has provided forai} necessary coonSnation sith nther federal agerscies 
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National Park Service 

Bctober 14) 04 

Page J 
iT) The jpuudelines for eervirawmertal tvahnation have been satigiectarty comp ntea ata! coruidercal 
a. The subject DELS, pending FEIS, and ecard of Decision will provide fot necexenry 


ia) fatergowermeceiol review procedures haw heen autherca! #0. ATCT hus inlet the: Sten 
Cheariaghouse contained in ihe Governor's CHfice af Ptasming and Research of the WX peoject 
DXEDS, tncliating ihe subject conversion propoul 


(Fh The prepored comversion aul melistitutlon ure ia accondunce with the SCORP. AES agrees woh 


conversion of park land aan iamie of provide udher guidance replace ttert boric, 
therefore the subject action ia in wccordance with the SCORP. te 
(10) Shy Consideration. Saf finda no reason fur dimappreval. 
city Satigfaetion of Several Appriwed Comvertionr.. Not Applicable 
(ha Restetive Leasing Policy... The City of Freemont ubinined a 1 
pron for the ingress of 
property leases! from the Alameda Coesty Flood Control District in August 168 for a 25 year 
fom. ‘The agreemont was precwed for one year in August 2004 and a Bong tearm homie agreestectt 
mpi cir tee hisas pacha ideorirad i alesalepaeveos The city heat propiened to tnichaele 
peation scheage Improved vldh the grand in the revises 1 J 
chen res SCT) boundary, NPS 
Hased upon the National Park Services preceding review of tha city's proposal, Matlural Park Service 
i - ia 
Prepared (0 concliide thet the propieed comversioe meets Lana! and Winter Conservation Fund progrars 
requirenacite. A atalement trom our Regienal Director to the Preeral ‘Transit Adminitraten comcurrimy 
Se oe With the referemced WIA anabysia amd conclusions ia being forwarded under 
ecparte caver, We By Gacelions reganhing MPS ined yerecnte i atte Springs & i 
prnpect, Please comtect mn af SLA T-[4s, ain * ae a 
Sipeerely, 


Pie. <> 
s Fi ee ee 
Coordinate 
C ticker! Ramion, COPE. 


BART Warm Springs Extension 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 2-34 
Volume 2: Response to Public Comments 


June 2006 


J&S 04071.04 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 


Response to Comment Letter 3C 


3C-1: No response is required. 
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Letter 3D 
United States Department of the Interior 
RATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
Fidic Wen 
VOT Aneto Sitrcen, Sette 0 
Ey TE FE File 
Fea ocy P 
oT 21 me Rain | e005 
DeVry, SV srp 
Federal Trait Administrasion 
20) Market Sirect, Suite 7210 
Sap Pranciass, CA 94105 
Sebject: Final Evvironmental impact Statement - HART Wann Springs Extension Project (HRA 207) 
Deny Wis. Locrraam: 


‘The National Park Servece (NPS) hes cuepleted a review of the eubject Adntinisirativy [refi Fine! 
Eavircsmental impact Statement (FIIS) amd the September 19, 2005 letter from Wilewn, Bert, and 
Associates (W014) addressing potential noise penetrated from the subway section of the line cxtemnion 
through proposed ventilation Ftnartarcs within the City of Fremen(’s Central Park. The park wap 
impruned by td Lond and Water Consecration Purd grands (0600022 and 06-0099) and avn rewilt the 
improved area of the park is eequired as a condition of the pratt to be mainttined im park aed reereadios 
(ee Pu to ection 03) eof be LWP Ae and adecciated regulations and prindclines 


MPS concurs wilh the seals comlained wilhin the [EDS congeming the caversion of the anew to he 
eccupted hy vintilation structures on the recreation unlity of lhe park. As expressed in ou prior 
rorenenia and ina tuly 2008 inecting hetween FART and NPS will, the question of increased nai om 
the park bas been on area of eemaining onncem. The recent WLA letter addresses NS" concerns. We 
éonclode from the consubtani": analysis that the project deaign will reduce nuise impacts peserated a2 a 
result of oat ond mainscmanace operadions al the ventilation wtructercs to below a level of significance 
hase! upon Federal Trane Admiedsiramon crite Aaa result the propceed conversion area, containing 
the vertilation sirastsnas as identified in the PETS anil the proposed replacentient property will mect 
(00) convntsian nepoirements. ‘The Mational Park Senos requests that the WA lesion be made 9 pay 
fl the record end approprisicly referenced within the PEI, 

‘The National Park Service concurs with the FEIS with the above requested adjusiment to incorporate 
romonable mcaeunes ti minenine forereable harm. Weale concede chat given thin edjusienent, that 
there are ta suttable alternatives to the propownd action. The National Park Service appreciates the 
oppertanity bo conectidan 4) evaluation and enviranmentad review requirements seeuclabed wills the 
S(1}3) conversions pertaining to the project. If you or others have any quostiims regarding these or prior 
chon, plea dente Gery Mumitenian, trogen Cncedinging ot $)-617-0445 ox 

Bary Nur ep ere pew 


Sincerely, 
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WILSON, IHRIG & ASSOCIATES, INC. 77h WBCATAWAY 

, ACOUSTICAL ANLD VIBRATION CLINCH LIAN EL ae 
X Bee IS008 hot-es 09 
Han: (910) maz 


ee i at 
Vor: WAAL 


19 opbombbcr 2080s 


hs. Shararch Tavaf Ackns 
BART Propect Manager 

HART Warm Springs Extcenion 
AO fos (268R 

Ouklod, Califia SGM Tee 


Subject! Response io NPS Comment on FART WE Projoct Nols 
Affooting Central Park, Freenont 


(car Mz. Adama: 


As nequcased. Wilson. Qheig & Aasochercs( WLA is responding othe comment made by the Natbomal 
Park Service (NPS) noganding noise that would be cnsitted from subway wont shafts once HART 
operon hepina on lhe planes Wann Serine Extensa (WES Laliperent imedlemeath (Central Mark 
in Firemen, Califa. The Beet that the WRX alignmend biogeh Central Park will be uelergennicel 
automarically reaulas ima ipiieter envitcnonénd, The BMlow Wig imoparalcn wine cil weit pres rm 
pape: in thie Gee with claborntan, 


During Preliminary Ungineoring (Pi) tor the HART WSX Project (Project) tho HART Design 
Tea dvalnased Bie andes impacts frm LAR T facilitigs oth regard to Fremont": Cental Park 
(Park), “1A conducted the analyacs for notes ail cvabaalion oY polemizal napecis, WA hae beam 
beapumiahe for arcu siniier onalyece for BART exbondeme involving suteray (eo. Sh, 
and wher transl sysieme wih cubwaye fee, MARTA, WMATA, Baltimore MET, LA Metro 
Bod Lise, LA Ciekt Liege) WIAs amelpais for vent shafl noise cisco i hosed oe ver 30 
roars i pipecienee aml dingy meevurcened of Leuesit systeen eee En corITeUTElies, 


The nent shaft strucieres are potemiaal |royeci sources of airborne mnise than could adversely 
affect people using Central Park, unless properly contralled, There is no potential for inpact dee 
to proumdborne mobur, hecwune the Park is cundoors ond grouniborne noi would only be on 
issue for emelosed spaces in buiklings, AU sources of uirbores noise for the Project were 
thins en Pi Where operiional impacts were projected, WA has mcammanded nevinc 
control. ani thee recommendations have heen imocrporated inthe the Project desipn 
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a Wore Shall Notes lnpaces & Comin! Park 
1.0 Backers uel 


The Pork ia a puliipec-use, community Gcility with sports fields, picnic prounads, a lalog (Lake 
Bhirabeth) ane a focipaih, which circles the lake. The culting ambient notes environment in 
differs parts of the Park, emul the potential for impact vary depending ow which portion iif the 
Pat baffeael For exemple, ihe eporta fielde (bnechall danse ated basketball courts) ane nol 
is Serilive ty ootse os Ibe footpath, whoch is weed for more cumtcreplative pocreation [c.g., 
‘walling, bird washing}. 


The ciivting winbient nts, coyiooment wilhie the Park varices depemdiny om proacimity to 
exiiing tamiportation sxirces of mois. Close io major madarys it the dice (Stevenson 
Fowlorird on ie north and Paseo Padre Parkway on the wecat) miotor vehicle traffic ents ia the 
dominan| srance. Adjacent to the eat side ofthe fark there fon ective (reight milromd coriuker 
aewned by the Linens Pacific Railriad. The Park is ales on the flight pail of the regional airport in 
Haya ane! ulject 6 sotec froen sraall eincral descending en their appeaech be the aap, 


In preperation of the DEER in 2003, 0 alurttere (1) hows in duration) nose marca 
ettalniod con thee “wrallcing: path” al the northern cde ef the lake iibcwiod a note level af 
LBA, for that time porod starting at 0735 om May 16, 2002. Conaiderimg the proximity of 
the rails tracks (about 900 foot), lt would appear ihe the measeronmem wae mol obtained 
doting a time with o freight inom panning im the comidor, which is confined by the lit of nome 
sources observed dining the measurement, |mchesion of a freight train passby dering the ambacnt 
incauternen wold proudly have reeulted in a higher nose bevel. 


(Currently there dia praike-cooaane dl Posed Padre Parkwary, anil the exoihboond fhelght train 
sours! their warning hom directly opposite the ke, The City of Fremoent's “Pasco Paine 
Parkway and Washington Houlsvanl Grae Separation” project will eleminate this grade 
eressing, thereby dramatically improve the noise environment in ihe Park as a result, by 
eliminating the nood for freight locensotives to sound ghetr warning hom, in chia anca, 


Lt BART Airborne Trais Note Levels in Central Park 


The vent ghafis will bes new iource of noase for the Pork, The noise willl be gemernted by BART 
rains in the sibway whieh are relatively frequent. The went shalls will abes cindt nitee when ihe 
emergency ventilation fans opemic in the subway. Emergency fan nodee will be-very infreqocnt. 
The emergency fans are treated regularly (nominally ome a month) aol oocuienally the 
emergency fans will be used for veriidation if ihe subway dusting weekend maintienatice work by 
HART 


The projected poise bevels for the vent shafts are obtained from enpirical models developed bry 
WA bases! on iis extensive experience with rail wamn eoiec, The train noise eel apcoranis 
apeciically for the note emission charncieriatica ofa BART trim, anil the atemiation of nase 
coming from the subway tunel tronsinited 0 the surface through wn eccuically treated ven 
chaff, A semilar type of acemstic mesial is eed i project noise from. the emergency Gena, The 
fan pies model acoounts for the specific acoustic emengy emitted bythe fans, and the attemuation 
provided by the mcwrneubed fin silercers seul veniwkal scoastic treetrent. 
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a Vom Shalt Noise biapacts & Coitral Mark 


Pos comtrection moked mrasterements were obinined for ihe PART SPQ) Extension propect, fier a 
siqdlar gituation involving a vent shall and BART trains ronnieg at 63 mph is ike eelveny below 
The monsuremente indica that the mote bevel a 40 feet from the odes of che-vent shail wus 
ese than $3. dG for PART troine inthe subway, Ambient noise levels due to moter vehicle 
alle acer (he alle prevented mcosurenent of the pelea fevel of rain noise, hus | was oheerved 
had che trait were hancly madeble. 


The PUA ciiietka alo net apecifically cht noise (roti a vend chal. The noise iipact orien 
used in the went shaft craluation is cymtained inthe HART Design Criteria decument, which is 
hase on APTA nisec criteria ood bo boon iin ue for over Bi yoar, The eriicrion for this type of 
airborne noite in the Park is $5 20, for frequent trai. ewonte or infrequent corlaniocies 
event. The diesen goal iain eehieve a kewel of yoo reanre chore 55 ali, at 50) feet fier bes ecre 
shal com though noler sensitive roceptors will be farther mway than this. 


On the WEX Project, die vent ahathe ell be treated by lining them witha very efficient and 
durabke acoustical matemal, which absorbs sound. The mucttiun aitbome noise lewel from 
‘tin running in the subveny tunel! is projected to range from 43 te 43 EA ov Jess at $0 feel 
from ether af the two vent ahafls. ‘The southern ver structure bs designaordd LISS and ihe 
none srucure a CPS. The finopadh on the castern wide of Lake ivaheth is closet toe the 
LIES Vent Struetene, The eporta freldbs on the eorthem eel of the Park ore choeest to the (PS 
Vert Structure, 


The pearest point on thes footpath approaches to the LES Vert Struciope is 3 feet At this 
iimance, the maine aire train noise emitted frum the weril ahafl bi propocted to be 
oppraimately 39 bo 40 dBA on the fooipath. “This i considerably Jess than the eriferion of 

S5 0b, aml consequently, as designed, the airborne min melee trom the LES emt ahah will nen 
reaiili in a nba irpact bo the Park. 


The CPS Vier Sinictore will be locaed beeween two baweball fields anal a baaketball court. The 
went left wall be trested acoustically and the maximom airborne noise level from tome in the 
subway cunnel ie from 49 tes EA i Jee at 0 feet fen either of the tw ver dhaPis. This 
deg goal is touch tore eringent-than the eqyvirananenial impact criterion for a sports fick fi-c., 
73 to 20 dBA for imermistert poise), 


The closest edge of the two beschall fields ie appreciate 100 feet from the CPS Vien 
Structors. ‘Mhe closest haskethall court iv even fener away than thes. Ata aistanoo of 108) foot, 
the airborne intin aod emidied from the wont shaft is projected to be approximately 37 tn 

39 dA, mech less (han the criserion of $4 1A. Consequently, at deaigeed, the aithome train 
mnket fren the OPS vent shalwill mot resell inte oper impact bo the Park, 


1.0 Emergency Fan Noite Levels in Central Park 


The emergency fen operation ia wery infrequent event, Typleally the moive eriierion for 
iniroqecnt cvente ie higher than the impact cngerion for frequent events, Even so, the design goal 
esiablished by the BART Design Team and EAR for emengeney fan poise iv olen 35 dA at 30 
feet from the vent ahuetl. Tike goal will bo achieved hy node emiiesion Uinalts far the Farin 
themeelres, inclusion of fan silencers, and implementation of acoustic treatment within the vert 
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4 Vent Shafl Nose Impacts & Cesiteal Park 


shafl Similar to the subway train nedse qnitted from the vent shaft, the fan neve level at ihe 
Rearest opoupeel! place in the park na the footpaths will he ews hen 33 GHA eines it te BO feet 
away tron the CPS Vent Structure, 


The projected levels ef fan paiet are baked ian enopetical model developed by WEA fre 
nent and oxponcnat on previews wimiler projects, The models employ sound power 
sta for the fans, which will be purchased from epecificstions limiting the noise emission levels, 
the noiet alienation Hharscsetisiies of the allender, and propertic: of the acoustical treatment 
applied to the surfaces of the ver! shedl, The emergency fen molec will be very infroqucnt well 
primanly occur cither af night (monthly teing of mainkenance) ev daring the day (iminicnance, 
possibly oace a poat, This will net case oepect to the Park area near CPS Veet Structure where 
there are qporca fhelds, for tke game reason the subway tan node wold iol came Empact 


The sowhen Wert Stroctare LES is between the fetpath and the casters odge of the Park. At 
the footpath around the Lake, the highest projected mote bowel from emergency fam operation is 
47 dBA ot 80 fect from the vent structure. Slightly bigher than the projected level of airboree 
poise: roan sulla tral, bod eilll oubneancially bows han the criterion of 445 dA. Chives the wory 
infrepannt natin: of the energency fin operation, there woukl be no significant noise inapact for 
Ehis went stracture alfcctiog the ark. 


4.0 Sareenary 


Io conclusion, ihe FART Design ‘Team hes evalustcd ibe potential noise impacts for the WERK, 
DART project on the Park ted selected appropiate noise coatrol milkgatbon measures for (he 
vont shafts and emergency fone, and mcloded ikem into ihe Poject design bo pealood any neve 
limpacts too bevel thed be bess (hen significant. Wilh bplementaiion of cio miigation, dhene 
thoukd ke no signifieial note iigpncts tthe Park. 


Should jron hawe any further quesiions or mécd clarification, please do not hesitate to call, 
Wer tal poera, 

WILSON, INRA & ASSOCIATES, INC 

Richard A. Cannan, PRD. PE 


Principal 


= Heppe Marrisoe 
Clary Cirtggs 
Paul Melved 
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Response to Comment Letter 3D 


The commenter requested that the September 19, 2005 letter from Wilson Ihrig & Associates, Inc., 
be made a part of the record. The letter has been provided as an attachment to Letter 3D. 
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April 18, 2005 


ALA-690-6,39 
ALAGSO304 


Ms, Shan Taval Adams 

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
3) Lakeside Drive, 21" Floor 

PO. Box 12688 

Oakland, CAM 64-2688 


Dear Ms. Adan: 


BART Warm Springs Extension (WSX) - Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DENS) & Draft 4(fv6 (f) Evaluation 


Thank you for continuing to include the California Department of Transportation 
(Department) in the environmental review process for the proposed BART WSX project. 
We have reviewed the DEIS and Draft 4(f)/6 (f) Evaluation and have the following 
comments to offer: 


Lraffic Systems 

Caltrans has exclusive rights to use certain fiber optic strands in BART's fiber optic 
communication system and the nght to access the system at certain locations under the 
Airspace Lease signed December 22, 1994, a 
Please include fiber optic strands and access points, for the Department's use, in BART s 

WSX fiber optic communication system. 


Archaeological’ Cultural 

No ground-disturbing activities within the Department's right-of-way (ROW) are 
indicated within the DEIS for the BART WSX. The Cultural Resources Section of the a2 
DEIS has identified potential cultural resources within the project area as well as an 
appropriate mitigation plan for these resources. Should the project change and include 


*Talross rere motel onus Cnlilorada* 
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Ms. Shari Tawaf Adama 

San Francie Bay Arce Raped Transat Decree 
April 18, 3006. 

Page 2 


ground-disturbing activities within the Department's ROW, a cultural resource study 2 
would need to be conducted and submitted for our review and comment, cond 


1, Tables 42-15 and 4.2-16 on pages 4.2-35 and 4,2-37, indicate that the LOS at the 
intersection of Warm Springs Boulevard and Mission Boulevard on SR-262 for both 
the 2010 and 2025 WSX Altemative with and without Irvington Station are LOS F for 43 
the AM and PM peak hour, On the following pages, Impact TRN-7, 14 and 19 state 
that no feasible mitigation measures are available to mitigate these adverse impacts. 
Please explain. 


2. There seem to be minor discrepancies on the 2000 Traffic Volumes given in Table 
42-1 on page 4.2-3 as compared to the numbers given im Figure 42-2. For example, 
at 1-660 from SR-262 to Durham Road, the table indicates 147,000 ADT compared to 
1301400 in figure 4.2-2. Please rectify. 


ad 


1. : i 
The peak hour traffic of quite a few intersections near state facilities shows little or no 
growth between existing year and 2010 no-build scenario. For example, peak 
hour traffic demonstrates no growth at intersections 10, 13, 14 and 15 between Figure 
4.2-5, Existing Turing Movement Counts and Figure 42-8, 2010, No Build Peak 
Hour Turning Movernents. Please explain why. 


ra 


>. 
It appears that the intersection analysis for the entire project was based upon the 
Transportation Research Board (TRB) Circular 212 methodology (1980), which is out- 
of-date (20-years-old), and completely different from the methodology demonstrated in 
the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 2000. For instance, primary service measures 
for determining LOS of signalized intersections is average volume-to-capacity (W/C 
ratio), shown in the TRB Circular 212, whereas average control delay per vehicle is 
utilized in the HCM 2000. All new capacity analysis beginning after October 1, 2002 


Te CoperTaor ik ruet as oe nageat ce ae uals iS ali hd ar 
freeway and highway segments, It is of particular importance to note that some 
approaching volumes would increase 200 to L000 vph, from 20M tw 2024, when 


STU pen oblibr arr Colitereas” 
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comparing Figures 42-5 and 4.2-8 through 4.2-15. The Department believes that the 

increase in traffic, generated by the project, between existing, 2010, and 2025, is likely 

to utilize adjacent state facilities, The state facilities near this study area include I- +7 
B80, 1-680, SR-238 and SR-262, between Stevenson Blvd. and SR-242. We would like ome 
to ensure that the latest measure of effectiveness (MOE), shown in HCM 2000, is 
applied to determine LOS of basic freeway and highway segments, 


Additional comments, if any, from various other Departmental functional branch 
reviewers will be forwarded as soon as they are received, 


Should you require further information or have any questions regarding this letter, please 
call José L. Olveda of my staff ar (510) 286-5535, 


Sincerely, 


Matto 


TIMO’ SABLE 
District Branch Chief 
IGR/CEQA 


c: AChow, Traffic Systems 
F.Lau, Highway Operations 
P.Cox, Forecasting 
Pape, Cultaral Resources 
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Response to Comment Letter 4 


4-1; 


4-2: 


4-3: 


4-4: 


4-5: 


The comment does not address an environmental impact. However, please note that under 
the lease to which the comment refers, Caltrans would have rights to the use of fiber optic 
strands and access points only if BART places a commercial conduit system in certain areas 
specified in the lease. BART does not intend to do so for the WSX Alternative. 


Comment noted. 


As noted in Tables 4.2-15 and 4.2-16 of the DEIS, the LOS at the intersection of Warm 
Springs Boulevard and Mission Boulevard would be LOS F for both the AM and PM peak 
hours in 2010 and 2025 with the WSX Alternative (with and without Irvington Station). As 
stated in Impacts TRN-7, TRN-14, and TRN-19, no feasible mitigation measures are 
available to mitigate these adverse impacts. In order to reduce congestion and alleviate 
impacts, widening existing lanes and adding turning lanes, as well as utility relocation, would 
be necessary. The intersection of Warm Springs Boulevard and Mission Boulevard is bound 
on its four corners by commercial development. The intersection is built out on each 
approach. Therefore widening or adding turning lanes is not feasible. 


The DEIS included some five discrepancies between the average daily traffic (ADT) volumes 
presented in Table 4.2-1 and shown on Figure 4.2-2. In each case, the table was correct, and 
the discrepancies on the figure appear to have been typographical errors. Figure 4.2-2 has 
been revised to reflect the correct 2000 ADT volumes for the following five segments: 


Segment Revision 

I-880 from SR 262 /Mission Boulevard to Auto Mall Parkway 468,000 161,000 
1-680 from SR 262 /Mission Boulevard to Durham Road 46000 147,000 
1-680 from Durham Road to Washington Street 423,000 136,000 
1-680 from Washington Street to Mission Boulevard SR 238 +20,000 131,000 
Blacow Road from Fremont Boulevard to Grimmer Boulevard 24200 16,600 


The table and the figure are provided only for informational purposes. The analysis of peak 
hour transportation impacts on which the impact and significance criteria are based did not 
rely on average daily traffic volumes. 


The transportation analysis indicates little or no growth at a number of intersections between 
existing conditions and conditions in 2010. Conditions in 2010 were projected from 2010 
model forecast data and a list of approved projects, which were both provided by the City of 
Fremont. There were several instances where no traffic growth was indicated at an 
intersection. In these cases, either there is no development (with attendant traffic growth) in 
the area, or changing traffic patterns resulted in fewer trips passing through a particular 
location. To be conservative and avoid having fewer trips at an intersection than in the 
scenario for a prior analysis year, the future volume was kept constant rather than show a 
reduction in vehicle trips. BART performed technical analyses for future year modeling, 
forecasting, and intersection turning movements during preparation of the 2003 Supplemental 
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4-6: 


4-7: 


Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) for the proposed project, and the methodology is 
documented in Appendix N of that document. 


The methodology and significance criteria for the transportation analysis are described in the 
DEIS. They were consistent with the City of Fremont and the Alameda County Congestion 
Management Program traffic impact guidelines at the time the analysis was conducted. 
Typically a transportation analysis follows the guidelines of the local community and agency. 
The City and Alameda Congestion Management Agency (CMA) did not require use of the 
most recent version of the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), as noted in the comment. Use 
of the 2000 HCM has not been adopted by many local jurisdictions in the Bay Area. 


LOS analysis was completed for freeway and highway segments included in the Metropolitan 
Transportation System (MTS) and is documented in the BART WSX DSEIR Draft Technical 
Report — Transportation (DKS Associates 2003), which can be obtained from BART. The 
traffic volumes that were analyzed were projected according to detailed travel demand 
forecasting methods that included mode choice models. As discussed in response 4-6, TRB 
Circular 212 methods were utilized for LOS analysis, as directed by the local jurisdictions. 
Although these methods are less current than those presented in the 2000 Highway Capacity 
Manual, the conclusions based on these analysis methods would be expected to be consistent, 
namely because the traffic volumes analyzed would be the same, regardless of the LOS 
analysis method used. 


This analysis shows that with or without the proposed project, area freeways already reflect 
congested conditions that would be expected to deteriorate further between now and 2025. In 
general, the analysis indicates that state highways would experience improved LOS 
conditions under the different project alternatives, as compared to the 2010 and 2025 No 
Project conditions. This is consistent with expectations, as the proposed project would 
provide an alternative means of travel for regional designations, it would not be expected to 
increase vehicular demand on regional highway routes. 


It would be reasonable to expect that the project could generate additional traffic at the 
proposed stations, but these impacts would potentially affect local roadways rather than the 
regional state routes. As the extension would provide easier access to alternative 
transportation for travelers in the south Bay Area, it would accommodate travelers who 
would otherwise travel on the freeways to regional destinations, or to the next nearest BART 
station. 


BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 2-46 
Volume 2: Response to Public Comments J&S 04071.04 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 


California Regional Water Quality Contre! Board 
San Francisen Bay Region we 
Alas tL, PAE 1 }9 ey Hees, dain Hs Cubli alnra ATE 


a a Ave) bh ie 
ry ae. ae ey 


Date kyu il 2%, SMHS 
File Me) 27O8.00 (RIL 
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Response to Comment Letter 5 


5-1: 
5-2: 


5-4; 


Comment noted. 


BART is working with the Alameda County Flood Control District to maintain conveyance 
capacity at creek channel crossings. At this time, detailed design of the proposed channel 
modifications has not yet been done. Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) 
approval of any proposed channel modifications is required through the formal permit 
process. RWQCB permit requirements will be incorporated into the final project design. 


BART’s design team will consider reducing the amount of impervious surface associated the 
proposed project, the use of permeable pavement materials, and other appropriate best 
management practices (BMPs) in conjunction with Mitigation Measure H-1. 


RWQCB will be consulted on matters regarding wetlands as part of the permit process 
associated with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The first paragraph of Mitigation 
Measure WL-1—Restore, create, and protect wetland habitat to mitigate the loss of wetland 
habitat, which begins on page 4.6-9 of the DEIS, will be revised as follows: 


A mitigation plan will be prepared by a wetland biologist experienced in mitigation 
and restoration. The plan will be implemented under the biologist’s guidance. The 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board will be consulted regarding the 
effectiveness of the proposed mitigation plan. Subject to approval by the Corps, the 
wetland mitigation plan will address temporary and permanent impacts (temporary 
impacts are addressed below under Impact WL-S). 
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@ Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Alan C. Loyd. Po 700 Heine: Awerue, Suite 200 
Agoncy Secretar Berkeley, California MIIO-2721 
‘Canes, 
April 22, 2005 RECEMVEL 
Ms. Shari Adams APR i. fw 
MK) Lakeside Drive 
P.O. Box 1 2e8E 


Oakland, CA Mai4-2688 


Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the EART Warm Springs 
Extension (WSX) Project 


Dear hls, Adams: 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the BART Pare Springs Extension Project, Drafi 
Els. As you may be aware, the Califomia Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) 
owersncd Ue cleanap of sites where hazardous substances have been released pursuant to the 
Califorua Health and Safety Code, Division 29, Chapter 6.8. Ag a potential Responsible 
Agency, DTSC ts submitting comments to ensure that ihe environmental documentation 
prepared for this project to address the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
adequately addresses any required remediation activities which may be required to address any 
hazardous subitancses release. 


Ag part of the environmental assessment performed for this project, historical and current Land 
uses were evaluated, Resulte of the research indicated potential and known subsurface 
contamination along the WS project corridor, Potential and known contaminants inebade, but 
are not limited to, asbestos, arsenic, lead, petroleum hydrocarbons, polychlorinated biphenyls, 
polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons and BTEX compounds. Part of the mitigation measures 
Proposed for the project is to conduct additional site characterization, preparation and 
implementation of a site-specific health and safery plan, and development and implementation of 
a soil!groundwaler management plan. MW hasudous subsiances are determined to have been 
released, it will need to be addrested in the CEQA compliance document, 


Additionally, DTSC can aasiat your agency in overseeing characterization and remediation 
activities through our Voluntary Cleanup Program. A fact sheet describing this program is 
enclosed. We are aware that propects such as this one are typically on a compressed schedule, an 


[o.1 


in an effort to use the available review time efficiently, we request that DTSC be included in any |e2 
meetings where issues relevant to our slatwiory sulhomty ane discussed. 
®@ Pented.on Aecycied Paper 
June 2006 
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Ma. Adams 
April 22, 2004 
Page = 


If you hawe any questions, please call Ed Galler of my staff at (310) 540-3826 of email bien 
al egilleraiaklise.ca. gov. 


Sincerely, 


| ? : fom Twice Toy) An 2 9: 


Denise Txaji, Unit Chief 
Noshem Califone - Coastal Cleanup 


Operations Branch 
Enchveure 
oo: (wothoul enclosure) 


Govemors Office of Planning and Research 
State Clearinghouse 

PO. Box 30sbd 

Sacramenio, Califomia 938 14-344 


Guenther Moskat 

CEQA Tracking Center 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 
P.O, Box S06 

Sacramento, California 5812-0806 
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The Voluntary Cleanup Program 


The California Eavironmental Profectioa Agency's Department of Towic Substances Control (TSC) 
hat introdkoced a streamiined program to protect buman health, cleanup the environment and get property 
back to productive use. Corporations, real estate developers, local and stale agencies entering into 
Volunuyy Cleanup Program agreements will be able ts restore properties quickly and efTiciertly, rather 
thas having their projects compete for [1THC"s limited resources with other low-priority haxardous waste 
ies. This fact sheet describes how the Voluntary Cleanup Program works, 


Priog 0 initiation of the Voluntary Cleanup Program, project propoments had few options for DTSC 
involvement in cleaning up low-risk sites. DTC's statulory mandase ix to identify, peiceitine, manage and 
cleanup ates where a release of harardous mubstances has coourmed, For years, the mandate meant that, if 
the site presented grave threat to public bealth or the environenent, thon it was listed om the State 

Soperfiend list and the parties respoasible combocted tha cleanup under an enforcement order, er TSC 
paca! eae: todo so. Because of stall resource limitations, DTSC was unable to provide ight; 
site which posed lesser risk or had lower peiceity, ——— 


DTS long ago recognized that ao one's interests are served by leaving sles contaminated and 
sousable. The Voluntary Cleanup Program allows motivated parties whe are able to fund the cleanup -- 
and DTSC's oversight — to move ahead at thelr own apotd to investigaic and remediate their sites. NTSC 
has foursd that working coupertively with willing and able project proponents is a more efficient and 
cost-chfoctive approach io sie investigation and cleanup, There are four steps to this process: 

i Eligibility and Application 

! Negotiating the Agreement 

! Sate Activities 

{Certification and Property Restoration 


The rest of this fect sheet describes those step and gives DITSC contacts, 


‘Dake “IC 
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The Voluntary Cleanup Program Pane Dy se 


Step F; Eligibility and Application 


Moat sites are cligable. The mado exclusions are if the site is listed os a Federal of State Superfund 
ite, id a military facility, or if it falls outside of DTS jurisdictoon, aa im the case where o site contains 
Gily leaking ondergroand flee] tanks. Amother possble limaistion is if another agency carrenily kas 
overnight, ¢.¢., a. county (for undenground storage tusks), The current oversight agency most consent to 
transfer the cleanup responsibilities to TSC before the proponent can enter imio a Voluntary 
Program agreercet, Additionally, DTSC can enter into an agreement to work on a epeciiied element of a 
cleanup (ritk ateosement or public participation, for exarsplc), if the primary oversight agency gives its 
conamt The stemdard application is amtached qo thas Geet hot. 


1 geither of these exclusions apply, the proponent submita an application to TSC, providing detail: 
shut ete conditions, proposed land use and potential community concems. No fee is required to apply 
for the Voluntary Cleanup Program. 


Step 2: Negotiating the Agreement 


Once DTS accepts the application, the proponent meets with experienced DTSC profeseanals wm 
Begotts the agreement The agreemest can range Grom services foe an initial sie ameeement, to 
oversight and certificasion of « full site cleanup, based on the proponent's financial and scheduling 
ohjoclines, * 


The Voluntary Cleanup Program agreement specifies the estimated DTSC costs, scheduling for the 
proyect, and DTSC services to be provided. Because every project must meet the same legal and technical 
cleanup requirensenis a do State Supertiond sites, and because DTC mail provide oversight, ihe 
Prdpsment i amsured thai the project will be completed in am enviroamentally sound manner 


In the agrecteent, DTSC retains its authority to tale enforcement action if, during tee investigation or 
cleanup, ft determines that the site presents # sericws health threat, and proper und timely aclion if mol 
otherwise being taken. ‘The agrecoocot also allows the project propanend to terminate the Voluntary 
‘Cleanup Program agreement with 0 days writies notice if they arc mod satisfied that it is meeting their 


Step 3: Site Activities 


Prior to begianing any work, the proponent must bare: signed the Voluntary Cleanup Program 
apreement, mado the advance payment; aod committed to paying all project costs, inchoding thane 
antociated with DTSCs oversight. The project manager will track the project to make sare that NTSC 
en DTS will ball it. ener quarterly so thal lange, unexpected balances 
Will Bee#l GOrur. 


‘Dimes NRTT 
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Oned the proponent and OTSC have entered iio a Voluntary Cleanup Program agreement, initial sise 
aePeEest, sibs inneHapaton of cleanup activities may begin. The propesced will find that DTSC"s stall 
tncluded experts im every vital area. The assigned project manager ia either a highly-qualified Harardous 
Substances Sciemtist of Hazardous Substances Engineer. That project manager kas the support of well- 
tised TSC toxicologzets, geologists, industrial hygienists and specialises in public involvement. 


The project manager may call on any of these specialists to join the team, providing guidance, review, 
Soman and, at meorkeary, approval of individual docements and olher work products. That tex will 
also coordinate with other apgeacied, at appropriate, and will offer assistance in coreplying with other 
laws, gock as the Reaource Conservation and Recovery Act 


Step 4: Certification and Property Restoration 


When remedistion is complete, TSC will issue either a site certification of completion or a “No 
Further Action” letter, depending on the project cireummtances, This means “The Site” is now property 
thet ie ready for productive secmomiic use. 


RECEIVEEL 
Faas 
Tepe PO 
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Bante of Coulteeres — Caktnmia Eneinonmantal Protection Mapiecy Cupersrond of Ehsdibetdnous torial 
a a er 


VOLUNTARY CLEANUP PROGRAM APPLICATION 


—_— 


The purpose of this application is io obtain information necsesary to determine the eligibility of the site 
for acceptance into the Voluntary Cleanup Program. Please use additional pages, as necessary, to 
complete your rasporises, 


SECTION 1 PROPONENT INFORMATION 


es 


——— 


| Eire statement of whey tee related 65 ame 


is this site listed on Calsiios? O Yes 
B Yes, provide specie nace and number as listed 


OWS 124 ey et 
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Skate of Callers — Caitomia Environmental Prodpations Apenry ee 


Years of Operation a 


Wt hnoven, lat all previous businesses openaiing on fia property 


OTSS 14 (tu) AF 
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‘Suabe of Catoenda = Calioerea Eevinarrental Protection Agerey Erapenirent cles seownahertendd 
SECTION2 SITE INFORMATION (continued 


Are ary Federal, Stabe or Local pegulaiory agencies curently invohved wih the site? 
it Yee, state the involvement, and give contact names ond talaphone numbers 


What ovecmght eervioe ip being neaecied of the Doparimant? 
O PEA O RFS 0 Renoval Action 0 Feenedial Action O RAP 
OF Other (denon the pregexene pernject) 


is een carendy in potential of eapcqure od he Gomeudty of workers to hazardous substances of ihe alle? 


DO ¥ea 0 No Vm, ope 


SECTION 3 COMMUNITY PROFILE INFORMATION 


Doscribe the aurounding lend use jincluding preoianily io residential howting, echools, churches, oic 


SS ——S 


—oCuW5QVvO0OO__ 


Ores 124 ay wel 
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(3 rie  e 
*GUE;" # io be 


. Sate Of Colfoeres - Calorie Errinoiedal Proteion Agency Caparo Contra 
tb 


a oe 


SECTION} COMMUNITY PROFILE INFORMATION (conti 


eee Se orncreeen tee ares ee PCE 5 ab ae nach ant pei 
conakderstions, eicj7 —_ Ce 


Has there benny past public interest in he silo as reflected by community meelings, ad hoc cermnilieed, workehood, 
fect sheets, neweletiers, oc? es 


Key lssues and Concerns. 


ile ei ha ind ie cg gabe lana acini ai the 


Are there any general environmental concemnadaiues in fhe community relative to neightoring sites? 


Key Contacts 
Pionse atioch oi list of hopy corkects for this wits, including: clty manager: olty planing department: county environmental 
health departnen, local elected offisiais; and any other commundly members interested in the elle, (Finase include 
eddresses and phore nurse, |) 


SECTION 4 CERTIFICATION 


The signatories below are authorized representatives of the Project Proponent and certify thal the 
preciding information is true te the best of thelr knowledge. 


OTS Ute GA) foal 


BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 2-59 
Volume 2: Response to Public Comments J&S 04071.04 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 


Response to Comment Letter 6 


6-1: 


6-2: 


BART has identified further action in relation to contaminated soil found at two sites within 
the project area. Following consultation with relevant agencies, BART will develop a project 
soil management plan including the potential need for remediation. 


Specific remedial activity for contaminated soils at these two sites has yet to be defined. 
BART intends to manage much of the contaminated soil in place, if feasible. If hazardous 
materials are encountered at any of the sites identified on Table 4.4-1 or 4.4-2, BART and its 
contractors will apply Mitigation Measure HazMat-3, which will address potential workers, 
public, and environmental exposure of contaminated soil in terms of dust control measures, 
sediment and erosion control measures, and potential air monitoring. 


Please note that the Draft EIS was prepared pursuant to the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) rather than the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 


BART intends to consult with DTSC on issues relevant to its statutory authority. 
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ALE : 


1600 Franklin Sirest, Gakdard, CA 4612 - Ph. S10o1 8716 - Fae Siar iat 


Nancy Skowbo 

Deputy General Manager - Sonics Develoomeni 

rll ae, 2005 em ase 

— RECEIVES 
Shari Adams Arn 2 * 35 

Wann Sorings Group 


. Manager ae? 
San Francaco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
30/0 Lakeside Drive, P.O. Box 126858 
Oakland, (A, G46 


Re: Draft Environmental impact Statement, BART Warm Springs Extension 
Dear hts Adare: 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental impact Statement (E15) 
for (he BART Wann Sorings Extmnsion. 


The project being studied in thea EIS would exjend BART south from Fremont station to Wann 
Springs, in southem Fremont. The ES ts the federally required environmental review document 
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). In 2003, BART prepared the 
Environmental impact Report (EIR) for this project required under the California Emaronmerntal 
Quality Aci, To a oneal extent, the environmental impacts evaluated in this EIS wore also 
evaluated in that EIR. BART is preparing this document to male the project allgitie for federal 
furs, The propasen oxtension from Wann Springs to San Jose'Sante Clans County is being 
evaluated Ihrough it oan EIRVELS procnss. 


AC Transl staff has particlpated in the Technical Advaory Commities for this project, The 
planned 7 bus bays al Winn Springs Station transit center and 5 bus bays at the optional (and 
ta atte i Slaton should be sufficient to meat reasonably anticipated 


In fhe 2000 EMR process. AC Tranaal requested that a bus altermativn be studied, BART and its 
EIR. consultants wore nespondive to this request, fashioning a well-defined bus alternative, 
BART ultmabety concluded that thr Busway Altemative in that EIR did not meat its objectives 
is veel os a ral extension. While AC Trane did nol necessarily agree with that conclusion, we 
appreciated the genous effort to cvaluale a bus allemativa. 


Therefore, we recommend that the 2003 bus altemative be carried forwarded into thia ERS. Wa 

ae nol asserting that BART is legally required to do ao. However, if the bus allematnn were 

canied forward, i would improve the compreheansivensss of the EIS, and help to ascure that the 

“range of alternatives” needed for NEPA andy is being considered. | 


lncluasen of the bus albernacies in the ENS would alow tor conaideration of transit-orented 
development (TOD) af a numiker of bos stations, nather than simply the planned Warn Springs 
BART station. The Warm Springs station site is located in an industrial area, near Northam 
California's only auto production plant, substantially limiting tee possibdity for transil-orenied 
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Shari Adame RECEIVED 
Ovalt Ervireamonial impact Statement, BART Warm Springs Extension 

April 22, 2005 APR 2 be 
Page 2 


eed ential development 24 thes lime. in AC Transits comments on the 2003 EIR, we noted thal 
iranas-orienbed devriopment was important around rail or bus sitions, and thal il was uncertain 

at Warm Springs. Thal uncertainty remains and the discussion of transit-onented development, 7 
incressingly important in federal transl funding, is very brie! and general in this ES. This is ean 
unfortunate, given the emphasis placed on tranail-orlented developed by BART s own policies, 

by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, by tha City of Fremont and AC Tranait 


In its response 16 40 Transif's comments on the EIR, BART discounted ihe possibility of transl. 

oriented development ooourring around bus rather than rail transl, However, there are an 

increasing number of examples of bus-based TOD in Seattle, Portland, San Francisco, San shed 
Diego, and lawhers, The frequency, speed, convenience, and amenity of service are the 

deceive factors, nol necessarily the mode of service, 


The optional Iningion station is a sirong candidate for transit-orented development now. ft is 

loceled adjacent to an active mined-use area thal serves as a neighborhood commercial hub. 

The arta is served by several bus routes thal could easily be routed bo the new station, The 

Iningion Concept Plan chrarly states the City of Fremonfs interes! in developing acditional, 
higher-density resifential uses in the anes. It is important that the BART project bring an ra 
Invingion station at the earkest poasiide date 


We look forwdind io continuing fo work with BART to imorcee transit in Southern Alameda 
(Gounty. Hf you have any questions about this inter, pisase contact Nathan Landau, Senior 
Transportation Planner, at &1-a7o2. 
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Response to Comment Letter 7 


7-1: 


7-2: 


As explained on pages 3-25 to 3-40 of the DEIS, the prior analysis and conclusions regarding 
alternatives, including the 2003 Bus Alternative, remain applicable. DOT policy encourages 
reliance on prior planning and analysis to select the alternatives to be evaluated in a NEPA 
document. (For more information, refer to FHWA-FTA Program Guidance on Linking the 
Transportation Planning and NEPA Processes; February 22, 2005). 


The commenter notes the uncertainty of TOD at Warm Springs. While there is always some 
uncertainty in projections of future land use, the City of Fremont is working with BART and 
other stakeholders to prepare a specific plan for the Warm Springs area. The Warm Springs 
BART Area Specific Plan-Existing Conditions Report was issued in June 2004, and three 
alternative land use scenarios have been developed. Private developers are participating in 
the specific plan process and have already proposed high-density land uses adjacent to the 
proposed station site. The Warm Springs Transit Village is a proposal that has been 
submitted to the City of Fremont for consideration for the long-term development of a 
combined 74.5 acres adjacent to the Warm Springs Station site on the east. (See comment 
letter 24, Warm Springs Transit Village.) Accordingly, there is no reason to conclude that 
TOD is not feasible at Warm Springs. Please refer to the response to comment no. 21-7 for 
additional information. 


BART’s System Expansion Policy commits to encouraging development at increased 
densities to sustain transit. Through this policy, BART is specifically committed to 
encouraging opportunities for TOD, as are the other agencies that the commenter mentions. 
The greater likelihood that the WSX Alternative would act as a catalyst for TOD is among 
the reasons that the 2003 Bus Alternative was rejected. TOD is discussed in the DEIS on 
pages 2-4 to 2-5, 3-39, 4.8-13 to 4.8-14, and pages 5-43 to 5-46. 


BART agrees that transit-oriented development (TOD) is possible with bus transit as well as 
rail transit. However, well-documented transportation and land use research, both on the 
national and the local level, demonstrates that private developers are more likely to invest 
around fixed-rail stations because they know that the large public investment in fixed-rail 
infrastructure will not be moved or relocated. This reduces the risk for developers and 
encourages investment. Sources for this rail-related investment-land use relationship include 
Michael Bernick and Robert Cervero,” the City of Seattle,’ the Journal of Public 
Transportation,’ and White and McDaniel.” 


As described in Section 3.4.4, “Optional Irvington Station” and Section 7.3, “Financial 
Feasibility and Local Financial Commitment” of the Draft EIS, the Irvington Station is 
optional because local funding for the station has not been identified at this ttme. The City 
of Fremont is investigating an amendment to the 1998 Redevelopment Plan that could 


* Michael Bernick and Robert Cervero, Transit Villages in the 21" Century, McGraw-Hill, 1997. 


> City of Seattle, Transit-Oriented Development Case Studies-Twelve Analytical Rail Systems, Strategic Planning 
Office, August 1999. 


* “Benefits of Proximity to Rail on Housing Markets: Experiences in Santa Clara County,” Journal of Public 
Transportation, Vol. 5, No. 1, pp. 1 - 18, 2002. 


° S. M. White and J. B. McDaniel. “The Zoning and Real Estate Implications of Transit-Oriented Development.” 
TCRP Legal Research Digest 12. Transportation Research Board of the National Academies. 1999. 
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contribute funds to the construction of the Irvington Station, which is considered a significant 
component of the redevelopment effort for the Irvington area. BART included the evaluation 
of the environmental effects of the optional Irvington Station in this EIS in an effort to 
expedite station development once funding is secured. 
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April 25, 2005 


San Francisco Boy Area Rapod Transit District 
Attention: Shan Adame 

Wann Springs Extension Group Wlanager 

his LES-21 

P.O. Box 12688 

Oakland, CA 4604-2655 


Dear Ms. Adame: 


Subject: Comments on the BART Warn Springs Extension Draft Environmental Impact 
Slaberment (EUS) Prepared under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
for the propoced BART Warm Springs Extension project, The Alameda County Water District 
{ACWD) provided comments to the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report that was 
prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and submitted so 
your office ina letter dated May 8, 2003. In addinon, ACWID provided comments to the Scope 
af the Proposed Environmental Impact Statement that was prepared under ihe National 
Environmental Policy Act and submitted wo your office ina letter dated May 17, 2004. 


Alihough all of ACWD's previews comments related to the groundwater basin have been 
incorporated imo the DES, there are several issues related to the potential depletion of 
groundwater resources that have not been satishecton|y addressed Copies of ACWD's May 8, 

2003 and May 17, 2004 letters are enclosed with this comespomdence for your review. Based on 

our review of the DEIS, ACW believes that the DEES must be revised to address the following a 
SOTuTbonEs= 


1. Poblic Review Process -— Arcos of Keown Controversy and Issues to be Resolved, 
page ES-10 


Under Areas of Known Controversy, the DEIS correctly identifies, “Jepoce of 
comimction mul maiiicnance diwtering on groundwater and Apedralagical fewtione.” 
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However, this issue is not kentified under the section, “Issues to be Resolved,” which is 
clearly a major issue that still requires resolution as demonstrated by the following 
ootnumtents; 


2. Table ES-2, Summary of Adverse Effects and Mitipation Measures 


The potential depletion of local groundwater resources during construction and long-term 
maintenance is not identified as an adverse effect and, consequently, mitigation measures 
for ACWD are not specified. 


3. Section 3.4.3, Ancillary Facilities, Subway Veniilathon, Pumping, and Emergency 
Access Facilities, page 3-12, and Secthon 4.5.4.2, Alternative Specific Environmental 
Analysis, Impact H-¢ — Potential depletion of local groundwater supplics during 
operation, page 45-16 


Section 3.4.3 states thal groundwater extraction will occur as part of the normal operation 
of the subway segment: 

“The zalvway mene! would also dew a sump te collect the normal amowar 

of growudwater seepage. This subway seepage water wonld be collected 


The quantity of seepage is then estimated in Section 4.5.4.2: 
“A small amount of groundwater leakage within the tane! section ix 
anticipated. The estimated rate of leaknge through the entire length of 
tane! section is 8 gallons per miane tgpm,.”" 


However, in this same section, the DELS concludes: 
“this leakege rate is negligible with respect to depletion of groundwater, 
Consequently, the presence of the subway segment of the WS Alternative 
& not expected fo recult in substantial depletion of local groundwater 
supplies.“ 


As stated in ACWD's May 8 2003 comments on BART's Drafi Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Report, the Replenishment Assessment Act of the Alameda County 
Water District authorizes ACWD to charge operators of groundwater production facilities 
an osscsemen based on the quantity of water produced. The replenishment assessment 
rate ig set annually and the current rate is $19700/scre-foot. If the estimated rate of 
leakage of B gpm is correct, the annual rate of groundwater extraction would be 
approximately 12.9 acre-feet per year. At the current replenishment assessment rate, this 
would result in an annual bill of approximately $2,541.30 that would need to be paid to 
ACWD (please note that ACWD invoices on a quarterly basis). [f the actual rate of 
discharge is greater than estimated or if the replenichment asesament rete increases in 
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future years, the annual budget for BART's dewatering operations would also need to be 
increased. The DEIS must specify that all groundwater pumping will be metered in 
accordance with ACW requirements, so that the amount of groundwater extracted can be 
quantified accurately, 


4. Section 4.5.2.2, Existing Conditions, Subsurface Hydrology, page 45-5 


This sections slates: 
“The bottom of the proposed BART svbwoy along this section of track 
ranges from 20 to 33 feet below ground surface, For the purposes of this 
analysis, if ip atsuned that construction dewatering operations would need 
to draw growadwater fevels down about 5 feet below the bottom of phe 
excaartiar, ” 


This section seems to conflict with other sections in the DEIS where it is recognized that 
construction dewatering by conventional means may be technically infeasible. Once 
again, ACWD must emphasize that the first encountered water-bearing zone is the regional 
aquifer in the Above Hayward Fault Sub-basin which yields significant quantities of water 
pumped from the Peralta-Tyson Wellfield for our customers. Given that the ground 
surface elevation in this area is approximately 50 feet above mean sea level, BART's 
éatimated lowering of groundwater to about 38 feet below ground surface would drop the 
water level in this sub-basin to below ACWD's normal operating range of 20 to 44 feet 
mean sea level. Therefore, any significant dewatering operations of the Above Hayward 
Fault Sub-basin will have a significant impact on ACWD"s water supply and AC WD's 
ability to provide an adequate supply of water to our customers. Alternative construction 
methods need to be explored and identified in the DEIS, the quantity and duration of 
groundwater extraction must be estimated, and mitigation for any significant dewatering 
operations must be specified. 


3. Section 4.5.4.2, Alternative Specific Environmental Analysis, Impact H-S — Water 
quality degradation from operational dewatering, pages 45-17 to 19 


This section of the DEIS statcs that tunnel seepage will be discharged in one of six 
methods and that the fifth altemative is groundwater recharge. Although this alternative 
recognizes that authorization is required from the Regional Waaer Quality Control Board, 
the specific method of groundwater recharge is not identified, Depending on the method 
selected, permits may also be required from ACWD and/or the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency as part the Underground Injection Control program. Any permit from 
ACWD will require documentation that the quality of water used for recharge (which 
apparently will be a combination of groundwater and surface water runoff) will not impact 
the beneficial usea of the groundwater basin. Additional information regarding the: 
groundwater recharge alternative should be included in the DENS. 
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6. Section 4.5.4.2, Alternative Specific Environmental Analysis, [Impact H-10 — Water 


quality degradation at Lake Elizabeth, Mission Crock, Tule Pond, and Canada de 
Aliso during construction, page 45-21 


‘This section states: 
“Limiting or eliminating growidwater intrusion to the svlway excavation 
area through the ure of cement sharry walls or other methods appears fo be 
necessary for project comstruction in this area. Further, hydrologic 
investigations will de wilite? i determing appropriate consiraction 
maha ~ 


Alihwagh this section recognizes that dewatering of the Above Hayward Fault Sub-basin is 
technically infeasible, the construction method proposed for the project is mot described. If 
cement slurry walls are being proposed, additional information will need to be included in 
the DEIS since a significant quantity of groundwater extraction would still appear tw be 
necessary during construction. Likewise, any other proposed construction method must 
quantify the amount of groundwater extraction required and mitigation for significant 
dewalering oporaihons must be specified, 


Section 4.5.4.2, Alternative Specific Environmental Analysis, Impact H-12— Potential 
depletion of local groundwater supplies during construction, pages 4.5-23 & 24 


This section stabes: 
“Eewaening meaner: may result in localize! lowering of shallow 
Sroundwoter levels, .., Because whe effecnr of dewatenag on shallow 
groundwater would be temporary and localized fbeiefer than 6 months and 
within /,000 feet of the alignaent), they are expected to be mulnimal" 


However these statements are in conflict with the very mext paragraph in this section which 
acknowledges ACWD)'s use of the groundwater sub-basin with the Peralta-Tyson 
Wellfield and the fact that groundwater flow is so great that constraction dewatenng by 
conventional means may be technically infeasible, 


As stated in ACW s May 17, 2004 letter, ACWD's records de not indicate that a shallow 
water-bearing zone exists above the regional aquifer in the Above Hayward Fault Sub- 
basin. Therefore the first encountered water-bearing zone is the regional drinking water 
aquifer in the Above Hayward Fault Sub-basin and impacts on groundwater supplies from 
construction dewatering are expected to be significant unless a construction altemative is 
specified to climinate or minimize groundwater extraction. Additionally, depending on the 
time of year, effects with durations of even less than six months may be significant. 


ACW is very concermed whout impacts bo the groundwater supply and anticipates that the 
proyect, as proposed, woukd result in significant impacts to ACWD and our customers. 
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9. 


Based on the description of consinaction methodology and timing provided in the DEIS, it 
appears that the Above Hayward Fault Sub-basin would be substantially de-watered during 
the construction phase, resulting in not only a loss of water supply, but also a potential boss 
of ACWD 's ability to wee it Peralta-Tyson water production wells which are critical to 
meet demands, particularly in the summer months. BART's analysis of groundwater 
related impacts as described in the DEIS is inadequate to assess the impacts, Prior to 
finalizing the DEIS, HART should: 
1) Complete o comprehensive hydrogeclogic aseesement of the localized conditions 
and regional Above Hayward Fault aquifer. 
2) Determine the local and regional impacts (groundwater lewe] decline, groundwater 
losses, etc.) due to the de-watering operations. 
2) Determine the impacts on ACWD groundwater production wells and ACWD) 
water supplies. 
4) Develop a monitoring and mitigation program to ensure there are no impacts on 
ACWDD's water supply and production facilities. Mitigation may require BART 
to identify and provide alternate water supplies and/or production to ACWD. 


As noted, these iiems shoukl be completed prior to finalizing the DEIS, and in close 
coordination with ACW, 


Section 4.5.4.2, Alternative-Specilic Environmental Analysis, Impact BIO-6 — Water 
quality degradation ¢cffeets on fh in Mission Creck and Lake Elizabeth from 
operation dewatering, pages 47-28 


This section states: 
“Greundwater seepage and precipitation would be collected in a pomp sempre anal 
discharped in one of six methods.” 


The collection of groundwater in a sump should be kept separate from the collection of 
surface water runoff As stated in comments above on Impact H-6, a replenishment 
assessment will be assessed on groundwater extraction every calendar quarter. Therefore, 
the DEIS should specify that groundwater purnping will be metered in accordance with 
scl na so that the amount of groundwater extraction can be quantified 
accurately 


he D, Flomiplain Finding Report, Section 10.03, L. Channel (Mission Creek), 
Page 


In this section of Appendix D. it states: 
“As a result, seepage of groundwater could occur, and operation of the 
WSY Alternative would potentially require dewatering, BART anticipates 
operational dewatering an the order af (50 GPA” 


a7 


ao 


BART Warm Springs Extension 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 2-69 
Volume 2: Response to Public Comments 


June 2006 


J&S 04071.04 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 


Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 


Rls, Avcharras: 
Page 
April 


RECEIVES 


RF ane 
a 
Arie 1 dahil 


6 
25, 2005 


The estimate of 1) gpm is obviously significantly higher than the & gpm estimate 
described in the DEIS (refer to Impact H-§ — Potential depletion of local groundwater 
tupplies during operation, page 4.5-16). All of the comments above related to Impact H-4 
also apply to this section of Appendix D, 


10, Seetion 4.16.2.2 Existing Conditions, page 4.164 


IL. 


The second paragraph of this section states: 
“The costing fact range few IZ ro 20 inches in diameter, In addition, 
48-inch-diameter line crosses the WEN Alternanive midwen between Paseo 
Padre Parkway and Washington Boulevard.” 


According to the alignment information provided in the DEIS, the WSX Altemarive 
aligoment would also seem to cross the existing 24-inch ACWD) pipeline which runs 
roughly parallel to the existing railroad tracks within the area north of Washington 
Boulevard, and south of Paseo Padre Parkway. This same pipeline continues south to 
Washington Boulevard where if again crosses the WSX Alternative alignment, Thus, the 
subject text should be corrected to state: 

“The eninting lines meage from J2 to 24 inches in diameter, In addition, 48- 

iach and 24-inch-diameter lines cross the WSN Alternative in whe area 

benewen Paseo Padre Parkway and Washington Boulevard,” 


It should be noted that ACWD pipelines not only cross the WSX Alternative alienment, 
but also parallel the proposed BART alignment for most of the project length, This 
configuration may result in impacts related to etray electrical currents (see comment No. 
11). 


Section 4.164.1, Alternative-Specific Environmental Analysis, Impact UPS-2 — 
Potential disruptions of weilities, electrical transmission lines, pipelines, and fiberoptic 
cables related to the operation of the W5X Alternative, pages 4.16-7 through 4.16-8. 


As noted elsewhere in the EIS, ACWD owns and operates the water supply and delivery 
system for the area which includes a network of water mains and appurtenances, many of 
which are in the vicinity of the proposed BART eysiern extension. AC'WD) facilities are 
praected by an array of passive and active cathodic protection systems. impact UPS-| 
indicates stray electrical currents that arc generated by BART operation may adversely 
impact utility lines near the WSX Alternative corridor. Mitigation Measure UPS-? (under 
Impact UPS-2) is intended to minimize impacts from stray electrical currents by insulating 
rails from the ground in areas of effect. BART should commit to coordinating with 


cont. 


id 


il 


BART Warm Springs Extension 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 2-70 
Volume 2: Response to Public Comments 


June 2006 


J&S 04071.04 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 


er ee de 
tee Ee ee bo 


“uy, Fa 
Ms. Ad Ais £2 
Page 7 
April 23, 34 


ACWD when determining what areas require insulation and what other mitigations may be 
required to protect ACW facilities from stray electrical currents, This commitment 
should be documented a part of Mitigation Measure UPS-2 in the EIS. 


The EIS should also specifically state that BART has committed to working with ACWD 
io comect any stray current problema which arise in the future. This section of the EIS 
should describe BART's plans to rowtinely monitor for stray currents during operation and, 
if detected, to work with the pipeline operator to determine the source of stray currents and 
cormest ihe installation (repair of insulators or installation of new insulators) io prevent the 
current from heaving the rail, 


Also under Impact UPS-2 in the swhsection titled “Wiater” is the following: 
“There would be possifle conflicts where the WSY Alternative would 
cross tie existing warner settee. Relocation and grade adjustments 
could be necessary fo maintain adequate clearances.“ 


The DEIS indicates these impacts are to be mitigated by Mitigation Measure UPS-I — 
“Coordinate with the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission staff". As noted aheve 
and acknowledged elsewhere in the EIS, ACWD, not SFPUC, is the agency prowiding 
water supply and distribution services to the area. BART's discussion of impacts under 
UPS-2 makes no mention of ACWD. BART should commit to consulting ACWD salt 
carly in the design process to coordinate elements of the design as it plans to do with 
SFPLAC, 


Ii. Section 4.1641, Abternative-Specific Environevental Analysis, Impact UPS-4 = 
Construction-Related Impacts, page 4.16-9, 


The last sentence under the “Water” subsection states: 
“Any dismrbance to the exintiag ACH system would result in 
interruption of service.” 


The intent of this statement is unclear, Any interruption of ACWD services must be by 
ACWD and must be coordinated well in advance for the protection and converience of our 
customers. This statement should be clarified and the DIS should specify any expected 
Service inbenruplions and ther mibgetions 


13, Section 4,164.1, Alternative-Specific Environmental Analysis, Mitigation Measure 
UPS-5, page 4.16-10. 


Mitigation Measure UPS-5 states: 
“Coordinate with affected wilities, companies, and agencies that own 
Pipelises and wdergrowad conduits fo arrange necessary relocation 
and pretection of existing lines.” 
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The proposed BART WSX Alternate project would have significant and potentially 
disruptive impacts on ACWD)'s water transmission and distribution system. The project's 
route is planned to pass scroas the routes of two major ACW water transmission 
pipelines: the 48-inch diameter Irvington Pipeline and the 24-inch diameter Centerville 
Pipeline. And the project's proposed grade in the anca of intersection is planned at 
elevations which would have BART tacks pasting directly through the pipelines 
themselves of in such close proximity as to be unsafe. These pipelines transport water 
from ACWD"s Water Treatment Plant No. 2 (WTP2) to the Centerville, Central, Irvington 
and Warm Springs districts of Fremont, ai shown in Figure | (enclosed). Approximately 
ane third (16 million gallons per day on average) of ACWD"s total water production 
comes from WTP2. Over 100,000 residents of Fremont would be alfected by amy 
disruption of water service from WTP2. 


The 48-inch Irvington Pipeline originates at Whitfield Reservoir, which stores water 
produced at WTP? ond extends westward approximately 7,000 feet to the intersection of 
Union and High Streets in the Irvington district. Prior to this intersection, the papseline 
connects with the 24-inch Cemerville Pipeline thet extends northward toward the Central 
district of Fremont and southward toward the Irvington district. Atter the intersection, the 
48-inch Irvington Pipeline redgces in sive to 34 inches in diameter and continues 
southward towards the Warm Springs district, These pipelines, and the aren in which the 
WSX Altemate aligament will come into conflict with both, are shown on Figure 2 
fermeclomsed). 


Relocating the 48-inch Irvington Pipeline would require it to be isolated from the rest of 
the distnbution system and dewatered. Closing the isolation valves on the 49-inch pipeline 
will prevent water produced af WTP? from entering into the distribution system, Aso 
resull, the treatment plant would need to be taken offline, Making up the loss of water 
produced at WTP2 for the extended period of time necessary to construct new outlets on 
the existing 48-inch pipeline would be impracticable during summer montha. Absent 
implementing extraordinary measures (such as giving notice to all customers of the need 
for water rationing), if WTP? is taken off line during the summer, ACWD's production 
levela would not be sufficient to mect customer demands. Therefore, aking WTP? offline 
to construct a kewered 48-inch pipeline must be scheduled during the winter (Novernber 
through March) when customer demands ore at thelr lowest. Even then, the leas of 
production from WTP2 (about 13 million gallons per day) would have to be, made up by 
increasing ACWD groundwater pumping and by purchasing additional water from 
SFPUC, The minimum length of time that the 48-inch lrvington pipeline would be out of 
service is four weeks; it could be considerably longer. 


Past experience associated with taking WTP2 offline for maintenance purposes has chown 
that some industries in ACWD)'s service area are adversely affected by the water quality 
change from the water they recenved from WTP? to water received from SFPLC's 
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facilities. Because the SFPUC water that ACWD receives is typically unfiltered and non- 
oconated, it has a higher amogant of sediment ond certain organic materials than water 
produced at WTP2, Electronic and glass manufacturing facilities in ACWID's service area 
are examples of the types of industries that have been adversely affected by this water 
quality change. These industries typically incur increased water treatment costs within 
the manufacturing facdlities or must reduce prodection rates since these higher amounts 
of sediment and organics can be problematic to their in-plant reverse camosis or 
detnization treatment systems. It is expected that these industrics would expesience 
similar effects during any WTP2 shutdown necessary to relocate the Irvington 48-inch 
papeline. Any needed modifications to the ACWD distribution system, particularly those 
for which shat down of an ACWD production or treatment facility would be required, 
must be coordinated with ACWD well in advance of design completion. 


In addition to increasing groundwater production amd purchasing additional water from 
SFPUC, the 24-inch Centerville pipeline must remain in-service while the 4£-inch pipeline 
is oul-of-servier. The reason for this is io maintain sufficient hydraulic capacity in the 
distribution system to transport water from the Peralia-Tyson Wellfield and Blending 
Facility south towards Warm Springs while WTF? ia offline. The relocation of the 
Centerville 24-inch pipeline would nesd to occur only after the relocation of the 48-inch 
bypass pipeline is complete. Again, BART should coordinate needed distribution system 
modifications with ACWD: during design to ensure that impacts on ACWD's operations 
amd customers ane minimized, 


In general, relocation of povenument owned utilities is an eligible cost for reimbursement 
with federal grant finds. ACWD expects that BART will diligently pursue such available 
grant funds. The direct and indirect costs of relocating ACWD's water pipelines should be 
paid by BART. 


Orher Conuments: 


14, 


Table 1-1 Agencies with Review, Permit, and/or Approval Authority, page 1-9 


ACWD's name should be comected from “Alameda County Water Department" to 
“Alameda County Water Dietrict™ 


Sections 3.4.2 Warm Springs Station and 3.4.3 Ancillary Facilities, pages 3-9 and 3- 
1h. 


The proposed Warm Springs Station would be located in am area which is outside 
ACWD"s service area and water service to the site will require annexation. BART is 
encouraged to initiate the annexation process early in the project development process. 
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in addition, water service to the Warm Springs Station as well as to other facilities along 

the WSX Alternative comidor (Le. electrical substations, train control facilities, subway 

tunel and optional Irvington Station), must be coomdinated through the ACWD 
Engineering Department. BART will be required to pay all applicable development- 8-16 
related fees and meet all conditions specified in ACWI's Standard Specifications: for 

Water Main Installation and Development Specifications, which are available at ACWD 

offices, BART staff should coordinate early in project design with ACWD's Engineering 
Department with regard to any needed main extensions and water services. 


ACWD appreciates the opportunity te comment on the Draft EIS being prepared in accordance 
with NEPA. We hope to work cooperatively with BART on this project, However, as described 
shove, ACW) recognizes several major issues remain with respect to impacts to our water 
supply and groundwater operations as well as impacts to our distribution system and their related 
cosh. ACWD cannot support the project antl gach impacts are fully mitigated. If you have 
questions on any of these comments, please contact Robert Shaver at (510) 668-4401, 


Sincerely, 
Paul Firuina 
General Manager 
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faa Bob Shaver, ACW Doug Chon, ACWD 
Steven Inn, ACW Eric Cartwight, ACWD 
Ed Sicvenson, ACWD Toni Lyons, ACW 
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Anna Lloyd, ACWD Jim Reynolds, ACW 
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Dear Ms, Adee: 


Subject: Comments to the Scope of the Proposed Environmental Impact Statement (E15) Being 
Prepared by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) under the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) for the BART Warm Springs Extension 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the scope of the proposed EIS being prepared by the 
PTA under the NEPA for the proposed BART Warm Springs Extension project, The Alameda 
County Water District (ACWD) provided comments to the Draft Supplemental Environmental 
bmpact Report that was prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act 


(CEQA) and submitted to your office in a better dated May 8, 2000. 


We have reviewed the response to our comments from BART which were included in the Final 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (FSEIR), prepared in compliance with CEQA, in June 

2003. We generally concur with the responses, with the exception of the response made regarding 

the potential depletion of local groundwater supplies during constraction. With reference to the 

cl a al a cca May 8, 2003 letter is enclosed with this correspondence 
your review. 


Regarding our concem on the potential depletion of groundwater supplies during dewatering to 
facilitate the construction of the ranned, the response rede wus thal na drinicing wanes supply wells 
have been identified to date in the subway excavation area and that borings drilled along the 
alignment of the proposed tunnel indicate that the subway excavation would be above che gravel 
layer of the aquifer. The response also indicates that the MiG eroundwater lowering would be 
about 35 to 40 feet below ground surface in the shallow groundwater zone, and mot the deeper, 
drinking water aquifer, ard that the radius of influence, as a result of the dewatering operations, 
would be very limited, and therefore, the ACWD Peralia-Tyson Wellfield would not be affected. 
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BART Wann Springs Extension Project 
Aut: Ms. Shan Adams 

Page 2 

May 17, 2004 


It must be emphasized that the first encountered water-bearing zone is the regional aquifer im the 
Above Hayward Fault Sub-basin which yields significant quantities of water pumped fram the 
Peralta-Tyson Wellfield for our customers, ACWI's records do not indicate thar a shallow water- 
bearing zone exists above the regional aquifer in the Above Hayward Fault Sub-bazin. Given that 
the ground surface elevation im this area is approximately 50 feet shove mean sea level, BART": 
estimated hyvering of groundwater bo about 3510 40 feet below ground surface would drop the water 
level in this sub-basin to below ACWL's normal operating range of 20 to 45 feet mean sea level. 
Therefore, the proposed dewatering operations of the Above Hayward Fault Sub-basin will have a 
significant impact on ACWD"'s water supply and ACWD?'s ability to provide an adequate supply of 
Water fo (or cusbomers, 


ACW'D requests that this issoe be addressed in greater detail aa part of the ELS to assess the potential 
impact of any temporary and permanent dewatering systems to ACWD's groundwater supplies, 


ACWD appreciates the opportunity to comment on the scope of the proposed EIS being prepared 
inaccondance with the NEPA, We bope to work cooperatively with BART to address this important 


Seu. 


_ have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Rangarajan Sampath at (510) 668- 
Il. 


Sincerely, 


Steven 0, Inn 


Groundwater Resources Manager 


bk 
ec: Robert Shaver, ACWD 
Rangarajan Sampath, ACW 


SENT Pid FACSIMILE (510) 287-4747 
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 


Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 


a. 


‘The DSEIR states that groundwater kas been identified ini nitrales 
ar Gonlainisg elevated levels of ni 
bora. Alihcmgty it is true that the Department of Water Resources reported in 1968 that exeeesins 


Is 1960, DWE. reposts did indicate that some wells in the vicinity geologic Falta had high 

Y, £ i off a 

Be DWE Let of bores, with the highest observed coucentrution being 5.3 ppm. However, based 
oncontradicas i 


wells adjacent tothe Hayward Foul in 1998; net & 
. » and bore 
A bores concentration of 2 pm or lees is considered bene nee? ene 0.97 pom. 


Therefore, the DSEIR's , ‘nti 
and boroa, is inaccurate ad needs to becmeeangy en aay, especially related to nitrates 


Section 3.3.4, Impact Assenom Mitigation 
of Local Groundwater Supplies During Oooo Impact £6 — Potential Depletion 


AD operational impact identified in the DSEIR is that the 
would represent a localized barter 19 Sew of ponies ee nates 
ts na ae Sse ea 
or canes ra grousdwater supplies, the impact is kes than 


1 is not clear from the peoject description whether groundwater : 

: any traction would be required 
Gn a routing basis after the subway segment of the BART extension has “pedenmei a 
Pemastat dewatering system is required to maintain thit subway segment, the impact of this 


BART Warm Springs Extension 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 2-78 
Volume 2: Response to Public Comments 


June 2006 


J&S 04071.04 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 


mddiditicnad 
wee of our allocation, Therefore, BART i ‘ 
tiga losses of ACWD's water supplice. PO “itiztion measures for replacing all 


4. Section In 
el [ let Senin Atel Mitigation Measures, Impact Hé — Potential Depletion 


there is mo local demand 
less than significant and ne nati rea SPPlies. The DSEMR concludes that the impact is 


acre-feet!year of water from the Peralta-Tyson 
GF 1000 neve. 7 aod private pumpers 
feethrear off wouter, Thenmfore, the DSEIR's is ore 
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Comments on BART DSE0R 
Puge 4 
May &, 2003 


* Steven Ian at ($10) 659-1970, ext. 44], of by e-mail at i i 
with ACWI)'s groundwater resources and groundwater protection prograsn. sas 


. Jim Reynolds st (510) 659-1970, ext. 511, of by email at jimrewmokdsiieewd oom, for 
basin rechange operaiicens. 


coordination with ACWID's groundwater 
* Juni Rotter at (510) 659-1970, ext, 487 
coordination with ACW: existing i ick small at Jesictrotien@incwd.ccm, for 


* Robert Shaver at ($10) 499-1970, ext. 423, of by email at ot al = 
ACW . 7 { of Hes Hl ce EES aoe tee 
dorvice fies and pqeinatcnts fq anneration of property to ACW appieahbs 

. charges, and required om-DART-property of off HART-propecty pipelines). 


ACWD appreciates the opportunity to comment on the DSEIR. Uniixtunately, 
shove, the SORIR oe , hated O06, car comments 
: ACID’ catuatly address ACWD's concerns regarding the impacts of BART's 
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FIGURE 1 
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a 


FIGURE 2 


rvington and Centerville Pipeline > Alignments 
Fremont, California 
(ACWD Comments on BART EF « April 2005) 
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Response to Comment Letter 8 


8-1: 


8-2: 


8-3: 


8-4: 


As requested by the commenter, a bullet has been added on page ES-10 under the heading 
“Issues to be Resolved,” which reads as follows: 


= Impacts of construction and maintenance dewatering on groundwater and 
hydrological functions. 


Table ES-2 has been revised to include new Mitigation Measure H-12, which addresses 
construction impacts on groundwater resources. Please see the response to comment no. 8-4. 
For long-term maintenance issues, see the response to comment no. 8-3. 


The assessment of a fee for groundwater extraction, to which the commenter refers, is not an 
impact on the environment for purposes of NEPA. However, BART will comply with any 
requirements of applicable law. 


The comment is correct that construction dewatering in certain areas could result in a 
potentially significant impact on groundwater supplies, requiring mitigation. However, at this 
stage of project engineering development, it is not possible to precisely identify construction 
methods or quantify the amount of groundwater extraction that would be necessary. 


Impact H-12 beginning on page 4.5-23 of the DEIS discusses the potential depletion of local 
groundwater supplies during construction. The last sentence of the second paragraph on page 
4.5-24 has been deleted, and the following mitigation measure (H-12) has been added as 
follows: 


Mitigation Measure H-12—Develop and implement a construction dewatering 
plan. Prior to construction, BART or BART's contractor will develop and implement 
a construction dewatering plan based on a comprehensive hydrogeological 
assessment of groundwater conditions in the Above Hayward Fault aquifer in the 
vicinity of the WSX alignment. The hydrogeological assessment will be developed 
with ACWD staff's assistance to determine the potential variations in groundwater 
levels in the subject aquifer. The location of testing wells will be determined in 
collaboration with ACWD. The testing will be completed prior to issuance of the 
notice to proceed to the contractor. BART will require BART’s contractor to submit 
the construction dewatering plan to ACWD for its concurrence. The plan will identify 
the portions of subway construction that will be constructed using conventional 
dewatering techniques and those areas that would require alternative construction 
techniques, such as a jet-grouted base slab and/or deep soil mixing walls to minimize 
the need for groundwater pumping. The plan will address the potential effects of the 
selected construction techniques on groundwater level and will incorporate 
performance criteria developed in consultation with ACWD to limit pumping related 


to project dewatering. 


Consistent with this revision, the construction scenario described in Section 3.4.7 has also 
been revised to present a more likely construction scheme for the northern portion of the 
subway, and it reflects the presence of the underlying aquifer in this area. The revised 
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8-5: 


8-6: 


construction scenario considers the technical infeasibility of construction dewatering in this 
area. The first full paragraph under Page 3-20 of the DEIS has been revised as follows: 


The WSX Alternative alignment would enter a subway immediately north of 
Stevenson Boulevard. The subway would be constructed using the cut-and-cover 
method. Wherever possible, the scenario for the cut-and-cover subway would be an 
open excavation with laid-back side slopes. However, due to the presence of 
groundwater resources, installation of a relatively watertight excavation support 
system is anticipated for much of the northern and possibly central portions of the 


subway. Such a system may consist of cement deep soil mixing walls with a jet 
grouted base slab installed in advance of the excavation, to provide stability and 


minimize groundwater intrusion. When the excavation is complete, construction of 
the base slab would commence, followed by construction of the subway walls and 
roof. Walls and roof may be constructed as separate operations or together as one 
operation at the contractor’s election. Once the subway box is completed, trackwork 
would be installed, followed by installation of train systems. The area around the 
subway box would be backfilled and the site restored to the previous grade. 


The following text, which appears in the fourth paragraph of the discussion of “Subsurface 
Hydrology” on page 4.5-5 of the DEIS, has been revised has follows: 


Previous geotechnical studies conducted by Fugro West, Inc. (2003) indicate a 
surficial fine-grained layer ranging in thickness from 15 to 30 feet along the 2,500- 
foot long section of proposed track between the north portal and the thicker fine- 
grained section near Lake Elizabeth. The underlying material consists of coarse 
sands and gravels with variable silt content to the total depth explored of about 80 
feet. The bottom of the proposed BART subway along this section of track ranges 
from 20 to 33 feet below ground surface. Ferthe-purpeses-ofthis anabysis itis 


assumed that construction dewatering operations would need te-draw_croundwater 
levels-dewn about 5_feet belowthe bottom ofthe excavation. 


Mitigation Measure H-8 on page 4.5-19 of the DEIS has been amended to include Item D as 
follows: 


D. Ifa groundwater recharge method is selected, BART may be required to obtain 
permits from ACWD and the USEPA. In that event, as part of the permitting 
process, BART would provide any necessary documentation of water quality to 
ensure adequate protection of beneficial uses. 


The construction scenario described in Section 3.4.7 of the DEIS has been revised, and 
Mitigation Measure H-12 has been added to require a hydrogeologic analysis and 
implementation of a construction dewatering plan, in consultation with ACWD (See response 
to comment no. 8-4 above.) 


The construction scenario described in Section 3.4.7 has been revised and Mitigation 
Measure H-12 has been added, which requires hydrogeologic analysis and the 
implementation of a construction dewatering plan, in consultation with ACWD. (Please refer 
to the response to comment 8-4.) 
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8-9: 


8-10: 


8-11: 


It may not be technically feasible to differentiate between surface water runoff and subway 
tunnel seepage that collects in the subway sump. If necessary, in order to differentiate 
between surface runoff and seepage water inflow rates, BART will work with ACWD to 
establish a baseline estimate for the amount of subway seepage, which will be based on 
actual operating conditions. Regarding replenishment assessment, please refer to the 
response to comment 8-3. 


The discrepancy noted in the comment is related to the frequency of pumping. The inflow 
seepage rate for the subway tunnel is estimated at 8 gallons per minute (GPM). The scenario 
described in Appendix D (Floodplain Finding Report) referencing the 150 gallons per minute 
refers to the intermittent sump pump discharge rate. When the subway sump fills, the sump 
pump will discharge the water at 150 GPM. 


To clarify this point, Appendix D, Floodplain Finding Report, has been revised. The fourth 
sentence of the second paragraph of Section 10.03 (Appendix D, page 23) been revised and a 
new sentence inserted as follows: 


BART anticipates eperational dewatering subway seepage on the order of 450-8 
GPM. Operational pumping of the sump water would take place intermittently at a 


rate of 150 GPM when the sump reaches capacity. 


The second paragraph under Alameda County Water District on page 4.16-4 of the DEIS will 
be revised to read as follows: 


The existing water system crosses the WSX Alternative alignment at Walnut Avenue, 
Stevenson Boulevard, Paseo Padre Parkway, Washington Boulevard, Blacow Road, 
Prune Avenue, and Warm Springs Court. The existing water lines range from 12 to 
20 24 inches in diameter. ACWD water lines parallel the proposed WSX Alternative 
alignment from north of Paseo Padre Parkway to Washington Boulevard. In addition, 
a 24-inch and 48-inch diameter lines crosses the WSX Alternative midway in the area 
between Paseo Padre Parkway and Washington Boulevard. 


For information regarding stray electrical current, see the response to comment no. 8-11. 


The following changes have been made in Impact UPS-1 and Mitigation Measures UPS-1 
and UPS-2 on pages 4.16-6 and 4.16-7 of the DEIS: 


Impact UPS-1—Potential conflicts with Hetch Hetchy water pipelines, electrical 
transmission lines, and ACWD water lines. 


WSX Alternative. BART and SFPUC are currently in the process of negotiating 
what right-of-way SFPUC needs for potential future expansion. Once the BART 
extension is constructed, the options for Hetch Hetchy pipeline expansion could be 
constrained. 


It should be noted that no bridge abutment or similar structure of any kind should be 
located near the pipelines (Zandian pers. comm.). Mitigation Measure UPS-1 would 
reduce this impact to a minimal level. 


In addition to SFPUC, ACWD operates and maintains the local water network 
serving the project corridor. The future existence of stray electrical currents related 


BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 2-85 
Volume 2: Response to Public Comments J&S 04071.04 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 


to BART operations may also have adverse impacts on the pipelines. Operation of 
BART generates stray electrical currents. Utility lines near the WSX Alternative 
corridor could be affected by stray currents, especially those utilities that run parallel 
to the BART tracks. In particular, stray current may accelerate the corrosion of metal 
pipes through the process of electrolysis. 


Mitigation Measure UPS-1—Coordinate with the San Francisco Public 
Utilities Commission staff and ACWD staff. Impacts on the Hetch Hetchy 
water system_and ACWD water system will be minimized by consulting with 
SFPUE the respective staff early in the engineering design process to 
coordinate key elements of the design, such as locations of structural 
columns, at-grade track ballast, subway structure, or similar structures, so as 
to maintain proper clearance and minimize potential effects on the pipelines. 


BART will coordinate with the SFPUC and ACWD during project design to 
minimize constraints and operational impacts related to the pipelines. During 
construction, access would be provided for emergency purposes and 
maintenance repairs. 


Mitigation Measure UPS-2—Provide protection from stray electrical 
currents. As a precautionary measure to safeguard against stray electrical 
currents related to BART operation, running rails will be insulated from 
ground. This insulation will prevent stray currents from leaving the running 
rail and returning to it, ensuring that BART operations do not interfere with 
the existing cathodic protection installed on the pipes. BART will also 
monitor the system for significant stray currents. BART will coordinate with 
potentially affected utility agencies to identify any additional measures that 
may be required to protect facilities from stray electrical current. 


In lieu of a routine monitoring program for stray currents, BART employs a system of 
negative grounding devices (NGDs) at locations along the BART alignment that 
automatically detect voltage drop due to grounding. When a voltage drop is detected, BART 
investigates and repairs insulators or trackway as necessary. 


mu The first paragraph of Impact UPS-3 on page 4.16-8 has been amended as follows: 


ACWD operates and maintains the local water network serving the project corridor. 
Water usage required by BART is limited to the station facilities (landscaping, 
bathroom facilities, and drinking water fountains) and the subway fire suppression 
system. Water consumption for the WSX Alternative is expected to be low, resulting 
in only a negligible impact on the local water supply. 
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8-12: 


8-13: 


8-14: 


8-15: 


8-16: 


m Pages 4.16-8 and 4.16-10 have been revised to show the revised name for Mitigation 
Measure UPS-1: 


Coordination with the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission and ACWD staff. 


The last sentence of the impact discussion under “Water” on page 4.16-9 says “Any 
disturbance to the existing ACWD system would result in interruption of service.” The intent 
of this sentence is to acknowledge that disturbance of the ACWD system would lead to 
interruption of water service. No interruptions of service have been planned at this time. 


Mitigation Measure UPS-5, which appears on page 4.16-10 of the DEIS, has been amended 
as follows. 


Mitigation Measure UPS-5—Coordinate with affected utilities, companies, and 
agencies that own pipelines and underground conduits to arrange necessary 
relocation and protection of existing lines. Any interruption of underground utility 
service will be coordinated with the service provider(s) well in advance of the 
projected date of interruption. In particular, BART shall continue to coordinate with 
ACWD during design of modifications to the water distribution system to ensure that 
impacts to ACWD’s operations are minimized. 


The comment provides a more detailed description of the issues related to relocation of 
ACWD water lines. Mitigation Measure UPS-S5 has been modified to ensure consultation 
between BART and local service providers, including ACWD (see response to comment 
8.12). 


BART expects to pursue federal and state funding for the WSX project, which would include 
funds for utility relocation. The costs of utility relocation will be determined consistent with 
respective property rights for the parties involved. 


Table 1-1 on page 1-9 of the DEIS has been revised as follows: 
Alameda County Water Department District. 


Comment noted. BART will work with ACWD staff on all appropriate issues, including 
annexation. 


As stated in the comment, providing water service to the proposed station sites, as well as 
other facilities along the alignment, will require coordination with the ACWD Engineering 
Department. BART will pay any applicable development-related fees and comply with 
standard specifications. 
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Letter 9 
il 25, 
a April 25, 2005 
Warm Springs Group Manager 
Bay AREA San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
Ain QUALITY ily mipe ie RECEIVED 
PLA AG RAT F 
Disteict Gakland, CA 4604-2685 APR 2D 2a 
Subject: BART Warm Springs Extension 
AL COUNTY ; 
aie Diear Ma. Adams: 
Sema Your 
Bay Area Air Quality Management Distinct (District) etaff have reviewed! 
CONTRA COaTA cour your agency's Draft Environmental impact Statement (DEIS) for the BART Wann 
— Springs Extension project. The proposed project would extend BART service 
[Secretary approximately 5.4 miles from the Fremont BART Station to anew Warm Springs 
ee Station with an optional station at Irvington. On May 9, 2003, we submitted a 
" i commend letter in response to the Drafi Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Report (DSEIR) for this project, and we have the following additional comments. 
Hawose €:, Bivewr, J 
: : _ District staff commend BART for your efforts in promoting in-fill and 
kA COUNTY transit-oniented development around existing and new BART stations, However, 
Fira Wingeninenht we COMIN lo have concerns about the compatibility of propemed future 
Fa j development and existing land uses near the Warm Springs ard Irvington stations. 
a Air quality problems may arise when sources of air pollution and senuative 
ra ay rena receplors arc located near one another, In the case of these proposed new stations, 
a ar pollution From: adjacent industrial and commercial uses could adversely impact 
SAN MATEO GceTY newly introduced residents and other sensitive receptors, These new sensitive 
Jerry Hal receptors may tse affected by odors, dust, toxics, and diesel exhaust from a number 
— ae of different industrial and commercial activities. 
MANTA CLARA COAMTY _ District staff understand that the City of Fremont will be responsible for the 
my majority of land ise planning and development of the arcas surrounding the 
ane ek progeuand mew BART stations. District staif are currently working with City staff to 
understand the potential air quality impacts from siting scnsilive recepiors near 
gary ie existing sources of air pollution, and to avoid such land use incompatibilities if 
. Significant impacts may arise, The California Air Resource Board has recently 
ee released a drat “Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health 
Porras Toit Perspective” to provide guidance to local land use agencies in dealing with the 
complexitics of these land use siting decisions, We recommend that your 
Je P. Breietoered review the draft Handbook and incorporate its recommendations into the Final EES, oo 
as appropriate. [f you do not already have a copy, the draft Handbook is available 
on-line af itp: aww.arb.ca povich'landuse. him. 
We urge BART to work with the City to carefully assess potential air 
quality Impacts on new sensitive receptors near the proposed stations, and to take 
939 Eis STREET © Sam FRANCISCO CALIFORNIA 94109 + 415.771.0004 = www deagend gor 
June 2006 
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4a. Shani Adams vas 


conventional sprawl dewelopaeent. 


Bourguignon, Principal Environmental Plasmer, at (41) 749-5003, 


on BUAAQMID Director Rete Ceoper 
BAAQMD Daector Scott Hagperty 
BAAQMD Dissector Name Miley 
BAAOMD Director Shelia Vieng 
Jeff Seheenh, City of Fremont Planing Dieecior 


ee eel 


advantage of these new transit nodes to intensify land uses near the Irvington and Wann Springs 

}  slations as long as those uses do not expose existing or new sensitive receptors io odors, dust or 
TOXic ait Contaminants. We support infill and transit-oriented development that is of a moderate 
to high density, has a variety of compatible Land uses and encourages alternative modes of 
transportation, These Projects are gencrally much bess automobile-dependent, especially if the 
mixture of uses includes mooded seraces, Such projects generate less air pollution than 


If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact Suzanne 


Sincerely, 


Apeil 25, 2005 


a4 
cord 


RECEIVED 


AP? i 2 dah 
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Response to Comment Letter 9 


9-1; 


BART has reviewed the California Air Resources Board’s (ARB) “Air Quality and Land Use 
Handbook: A Community Health Perspective.” The proposed WSX Alternative consists of 
extending BART and adding a BART station at Warm Springs and an optional station at 
Irvington. BART notes that ARB’s handbook strongly supports transit-oriented 
development (TOD) to provide infill development. 


As the comment notes, the City of Fremont, not BART, would be responsible for siting 
decisions and environmental studies associated with infill development around BART’s 
Warm Springs Station. The City of Fremont will address the potential air quality impacts to 
sensitive receptors when considering proposed development projects. 


While BART understands the issue of infill development and potential exposure of infill 
residents to existing sources of air pollution, an evaluation of these potential impacts is 
inappropriate for this EIS, because the project does not specifically deal with infill 
development and any infill development is unknown at this time. The City will evaluate 
environmental effects of those decisions separate environmental documents focusing on 
proposed infill projects once such projects are proposed. Mitigation measures to reduce the 
exposure of infill residences to existing sources of air pollution would more appropriately be 
evaluated in those subsequent documents rather than in the Warm Springs Extension EIS. 


BART will encourage developers to consider BAAQMD’s comments and ARB’s guidance 
during future development activities. 
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a . Letter 10 
, ont | FRGS0 Liberty Street, 0, Box S008, Fremont, CA S537-5008 
i ) wertiremont.gor 
April 22, 2005 BEART 
apr 28 2005 
Shari Adams TRANSIT SYSTEM 
San Francisco Boy Area Pope’ Trani District 
200) Lebeeide Gren, PO. Boo 12588 
RE: DRAFT El FOR THE BART WARM SPRINGS EXTENSION (WSX) PROJECT 
(eeor Ms, Audra: 
Thee: City of Fremont the unity fo comment on fe Oral Environmental im 
Statemend fer the BART Wann Springs (Fetnuary 20045), Ser rofonned bo a4 the WSe GEIS 
Thid project is located entinhy within the boundaries of the City of Fremont The City hae bong 
supporied this project which haa been planned for over 25 years We look forward io a 
Continuing parinenship with BART a the protect mawes inio construction ane then operation, Ag 
noted in the WX CHEE, the City hes anticianied this extension in is Gone! Plan, and mom 
} recerdy has a land use plan fee the exptiones! BART Station area. 
Furthermore, the City is in the midst of preparing a Specific Plan for tha vicindty of the presosed 
Wem Sorng BART In addition io supporting and elensively bor this project, 
the City fae also made on a number of capiinl projects to fociiinte Pe 
development of the BART extension to Wann Springs, including two grade separations that would 
éiow BART to continae ai-grade trom Central Pork to Warm Springs. 
Wo fare carefully reviewed the WX GEIS and find i in bo generally the ana , 
Hower, we do hans the following atauie tH auehsaa Lraeedne. ere 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Gaeral Comment: The City requests thet the Executive Summary be modified in relation tp the 
VNUs Comment made in each of fhe subdtanive sections. The Cily hes not made separain 10-1 
comments on the Execute Summary. 
CHAPTER 2: PURPOSE AND NEED 
* Page 2-2, Traffic Congestion: in the first paragraph, third fine, the omouré of 160,000) 
care meds to be defined, io clarity per day, per lnng day, per peak hour, lc, in the 102 
fourth paragraph, the discussion an ihe effects of local sireeta waa included in the 


Gecussion of regional impacts. Local circulation effects should be discussed as a distinct 


Auiiding 4 Safety | Eegiereriag | Enrionmental Service | | Plan 
Moda = | bb eal Te | $10 454-4700 10 ado 
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Shani Adare 
Wann Springs Group Manager 
Apel 22. 2005 Page 


pes 
t } CHAPTER 4: ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 


Section 4.4: Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
* Page 4.4-6 and Table 44-2: Page 4.4-6 and Table 4.4-2 idertifty 23 sites that mend olthar 


Phace II andor lll subsurface aod and groundwater characterization. When will the 


Section 4.5: Hydrology 
* Page 42-14, Mitigation Measure H-1: The City of Fremont should be included along 


wh ACKCO for any work that would encroach on sinuctunes oF arias owned or oporaiad 
by the Gity of Fremnond, This work would require approwal from lhe City, 


* Page 4.5-15, Mitigation Measure H-4: This section should add leguage that an 
KPDES panmnil will be obtained from the Regional Waler Quality Gonind Board (RWCHOE) 
2nd Parl condiions implomonted in the Deel Management Practices (BMPs) 


. Page 48-16, Inpact He: The first paragraph, last line states that the “water moves aa a 


Section 4.6; Wotlands 


* Page 47-33: The firet paragraph af the top of the page should be chacged from "(slahed 
Cae eee ee Fremont in 2005)" to “(alated for remciwel by the City of Fromort 


Section 4.8: Land Wee and Pianning 


* Pepe 40-1: The irvingion Concept Pian was edopled by the Fromont Gay Councl 
Janunry 5, 2005. A.copy of the Irvington Concept Plan willbe made available io BART 
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Wann Springs Group Manager 
Apel 22, 2006 Page 3 


Page 40-3: Tho second paragraph indicates that Lake Elizabeth hns a swim lagoon as 
BRP oF fis arcane, Then erwin on has benn cloned sivce 20041. 
ohenaac lagen & 1, Also, please aon 


Figure 48-3: The narrow horizontal strip of land designated as “Lindrevnloped’ an this 
figure should be clarified, This land currently has a land We dosignaiion of ‘industria. 


Page 48-5: The last sentence in the first paragmph should be amended to read 
Weehington Boulnward within the Warm Springs Planning Area abul industrial uses on 
in the adjacent industrial Planning Areg." 


* Page 49-2 Relerence is made to the “Fremont Cade Canter Complex*, and lets 


administrative offices, council chambors and the fire department a6 uses. Those usos 
are no longer in the park and this area is not referred to as the “civic center complex” any 
: Shatter, ard the 


Page 4.9-2: The Tesn Center, and the Executive Golf Course and Driving Range 

to be added to fhe list of faciities which ane incated in the park. Tt Aisin Lean es 
been Gosed since 2001, and the sie will be developed with the Family Water Play 
Facility in fa rear future. Conpiructon is expected to begin in 2006, with the facdity 
Opening 60 ihe public in May 2007. Planes include this information in the document sines 
Silk will be a major new recrewtional facility in the park. 

Page 40-4: To the sentence which reads “The airactunes: vepuld 
ceclny & Régigihle percentage (approximately 0.1%) of Fremont Central Park's iotal 
anna (430 Sores)" ~ add the pchual acreage which chin “meg percentage” " 
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oy, a 


- 


sll 
Apri 22, 2005 Page 4 


Section 4,13 Noles and Vibration 


Page 4.73-18: Mole mitigation should not be limited to areas where noise increases by 
SOBA of mee. This would neprement a reduction iin fe linear fel of sound walls 
recommended in the SIR and included in ihe peuliminary designébulld glans, ‘Sound 
inslalled to protect all the residences betwen Washington Bhai. and 
be commisheert with) the SEI 


Table 4,13-10: This Table shows that betwoen Paseo Padre ang Washingion then 
Sreskiences “Expoded to impacts®. However, Table 413-12 shows eaihy B "locations for 
vibration Mitigagor™, Why 8 is ore and 8 in the othe? 
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Waren Springe Group Manager 
Apel 27, 2006 Page 5 


* Figured 4.13-7h, 7c, and Td: Why arent ihe residences adjacent to stations 2375 to 
2380 and 2410 to 2220 impacted by viwaion? Rasidences ndjaeent io thine locations 
ee and appear io be located in aimiar prowimity to the BART 


Section 4.16: Utilities and Public Service 


« Page 4.16.41; Under Siorm Drain, there is a type in the 3” 4 
4. j typ senlence: “pases” should 


CHAPTER 5: OTHER NEPA CONSMERATIONS 
Section 6.2.7, Cumulative Impacts on Wetlands 


* Page 5-23, Firat paragraph, 7” line: The City recommends removi ato as 
rife." This language i speculative unless as samo Tagenl baa acercot ie 
fpealic miigation mas, Finase remove any nofemnce to the Callus Wotind mitigation 
eh it i Pett beeing used for the W/SX aller project. 


« Page 5-20: Pisate odd language to impact PR-Curee-§ thal clavifies any new residential 
Fo nero would be required to pay impact fess which Include fees for park faciities 


CHAPTER & DRAFT SECTION 4(F/SECTION 6(F) EVALUATION 


« Page 6-9, Section 64,1: This gection makes reference i Gores Elementary School 
being about 1000 feet from tho W8X alignment, The school it actually more than 2000 
feot from tho WSX alignment. It appears fal you may hares misinken Genoa Parke fer 
Gemdd Elementary School, The sehool and the park are ediecent io each other, 
Rowena, af its chogest point, ihe park it about 1000 foot away from the WS% alignment 
wher the ached is over 2000 fest away. These points should be clarified in the final 


* Page 6-13, second paragraph: Amend to read “A $14,458 grant in 1973 was mode for 
sLportion of the Fremont Central Park bike and pedestrian trai. A grant in 1974 for 
pepperoni | ed alae etl 


* Page 6-13, last paragraph: Soe comment #3 for page 4.9-4, above, regarding conect 
PRNOeTLG Aree Acidien of aoneage which thie perceniage represents, 


« Page 64: Tht taal chowld be modified to clarity that the undeveloged parkland 
which the scores road would be located is owned by ACECD and under # long-term 
lease agreement wih fhe City. Also, A should bp clarihed tat BART will howe io secure 
Bn BoDens easement trom ACRCD tor the rode. 


« Page €-15, fourth paragraph: Aah language bo clarify thal the fempony lots will 
Browide for at eae the same number of parking paces as the cuxrent ints, It is thas (City’s 
‘expectation thad thes lamporary parking kits will be EL 


* Page 6-25; The City expects that BART will maintain the larsecaping, irrigation 
abate graffi on and around the wen! sinuctures. ies saa 
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Apel 23, 2008 Page 6 
& * Pago 6-26: Mitigation Measure PR-3, fifth bullet: Reference is made to lemporany 


walking pata around Lake Elizabeth, Will there be beth padasirian and bicycle scones? 
The City's expectation is that bleycles will also be aoccmmecaled, 


* Page 6-26, Mitigation Moasgure PR-3, sixth bullet: As the design of this mitigation is 
Giveloped, the City wants to eneure that BART will work with the City to determine how iad 2 
this. mimgation will affect park wees during condtruction. 


+. Page G42, section 6.6.1, first paragraph: OF the two LCE grants in Fremont Central 
Pork, the first provided for the imoroverment of a bike tral along the northern and eastern 
dhore of Lake Elizabeth, comprising only a portion od the trad whach encircles the lala, 


14 


1 


» Page 6-42, section 6.6.1, second paragraph: With regard to paragraph two, only a 
Portion of thn bike path imprwenents funded with the LYCF gran falls under thes legen {Cheah 


ihe requirement for contemporaneous mapging.” Modify the section fo note that only a 1-45 
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Response to Comment Letter 10 


10-1: The Executive Summary has been modified to reflect all changes made to the DEIS. 
Changes associated with this comment letter refer to the names and description of mitigation 
measures that were modified during preparation of the FEIS. 

10-2: The text has been clarified through the following changes: 

m The second sentence under “Traffic Congestion” on page 2-2 of the DEIS has been 

revised as follows: 
In 2001, over 160,000 cars per day traveled this roadway in each direction. 

To clarify the discussion of regional and local roadways, the last paragraph of Section 

2.2.2 (Traffic Congestion) on page 2-3 has been moved to follow the first sentence of the 

third paragraph on page 2-3, as follows: 
According to MTC, the total number of daily trips made by Bay Area residents is 
projected to grow by 35% (to a total of 28.5 million trips) by the year 2030, and two 
of the three most significant changes in daily trips between Bay Area counties from 
2000 to 2030 will occur over the Sunol Grade (116% increase in daily trips), and 
within the I-680 south corridor between Contra Costa and Alameda Counties (88% 
increase in daily trips) (Metropolitan Transportation Commission 2004). Highway 
and freeway expansion to respond to the need for improved regional access is 
possible, but limits exist. Caltrans estimates that J-880, the primary north-south 
freeway in the area, could be expanded from the existing 4 to 6 lanes to 8 to 10 lanes. 
However, as explained above, future demand is expected to exceed this capacity by 
as much as six additional lanes, and this scale of expansion is not feasible. 
Arterial streets in the project vicinity are also expected to carry heavier traffic 
volumes in the future under No-Build conditions. Of 14 selected intersections 
located on Fremont area arterial roadways, all 14 currently operate at LOS D or better 
for both AM and PM peak hour conditions. For AM peak hour conditions in the 
project horizon year of 2025, 13 of the 14 arterial roadways are anticipated to have a 
worse LOS than current conditions and 6 would operate at LOS E or F. For the 2025 
PM peak hour conditions, 13 of the 14 intersections would have a worse level of 
service and 4 would operate at LOS E or F. 

e euld 4 a S S . 

asmuch-as-spcadditionallanes, and this scale of expansions not feasible. 

10-3: Comment noted. 

10-4: The Phase II and III studies recommended in Table 4.4-2 have been conducted. The results 
of the studies indicated that with two exceptions described below (SFPUC and UP Right of 
Way), the levels of hazardous substances within soil are below RWQCB environmental 
screening levels (ESLs) or local background levels. Contaminated groundwater was not 
identified. 
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Investigation of the SFPUC site (Paseo Padre Parkway) identified contaminated soil 
containing concentrations of polynuclear aromatics (PNAs) above the industrial ESLs 
established by the RWQCB. Based on current project plans, there is no need for excavation 
into the contaminated soil. The project soil management plan will include the procedures 
concerning the contaminated soil at this location. The current plan is to place several feet of 
clean fill above the contaminated soil to preclude exposure. 


Investigation of the UP right of way has also identified contaminated soil containing arsenic 
and other constituents above the ESLs. BART will consult with DTSC and/or RWQCB to 
develop procedures for this site to be included in the project soil management plan to 
maximize reuse on site within appropriate parameters. If material cannot ultimately be 
managed on site, it will be disposed off site at appropriate facilities for the identified 
material. 


The procedures for additional characterization, remediation, and construction management 
concerning potential hazardous waste are described in Mitigation Measures HazMat-3 on 
page 4.4-13 and 4.4-14 in the Draft EIS. 


10-5: Mitigation Measure H-1, which appears on page 4.5.14 of the DEIS, was amended as 
follows: 


Mitigation Measure H-1—Design and implement a stormwater management 
system to safely convey stormwater. BART will design and implement a 
stormwater management system and will develop and put into operation a stormwater 
management plan to convey flows up to and including the 100-year storm. The 
stormwater management system will be incorporated into plans and specifications for 
the WSX Alternative, and BART will submit the WSX Alternative designs to 
ACFCD for approval to ensure that the WSX Alternative does not exacerbate either 
upstream or downstream flooding conditions. Drainage systems must be designed in 
compliance with guidelines published by ACFCD. In addition, any work that would 
encroach on structures or areas owned or operated by ACFCD would require 
approval from ACFCD. The stormwater management plan may recommend use of 
stormwater detention facilities to temporarily store the increased flows from storms 
up to and including the 15-year storm, and to discharge the flows at approximately 
predevelopment levels. BART will consult with ACFCD, RWOQCB, and the City of 
Fremont, as appropriate, to ensure that the WSX Alternative does not exacerbate 
either upstream or downstream flooding. 


10-6: Mitigation Measure H-4, which appears on page 4.5-15 of the DEIS, has been amended by 
adding the following paragraph: 


For stormwater discharges associated with the maintenance facility, BART will file a 
Notice of Intent for coverage under the State Water Resources Control Board’s 
General Permit for Discharges Associated with Industrial Activity. As required by 
the General Permit, BART will prepare a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) for the maintenance facility and will implement BMPs as provided in the 
SWPPP. 


10-7: As noted on page 4.5-16, water flows over the existing elevated railroad embankments in 
certain locations during extreme flood events. Several cross culverts will be placed through 
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the embankment beneath the BART trackway at the same elevation as where the sheet flows 
now occur in order to maintain the existing pattern of flow. 


10-8: The following changes have been made to reflect the correct area of wetland loss associated 
with the City’s grade separation project. The following revisions have been made: 


On page 4.6-5 of the DEIS, the first sentence of the first paragraph under the heading 
“Seasonal Wetlands” has been revised as follows: 


Emergent seasonal wetland habitat occurs in three occurrences: Tule Pond South (1.5 
acres), adjacent to the flood control channels north of Paseo Padre Parkway (03 
0.212 acre), and isolated patches along the WSX Alternative alignment (0.8 acre). 


On page 4.6-5 of the DEIS, the first sentence of the third paragraph under the heading 
“Season Wetlands” has been revised as follows: 


Approximately 03 0.212 acre of seasonal wetlands is present in the area north of 
Paseo Padre Parkway, on both sides of the flood control channels (Huffman & 
Associates 2002a; City of Fremont 2005). 


On page 4.6-5 of the DEIS, the second sentence of the fourth paragraph under the 
heading “Season Wetlands” has been revised as follows: 


The 2002 surveys identified an emergent seasonal wetland approximately 500 feet 
south of the proposed location of the optional Irvington Station, along the west side 
of the WSX Alternative alignment between the two railroad tracks. This wetland is 
approximately 550 feet long and encompasses an area of 9-7 0.39 acre. 


On page 4.6-10 of the DEIS, the second sentence of the paragraph associated with the no- 
build alternative has been revised as follows: 


No-Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative would result in no project-related 
loss of wetlands habitat. As discussed above, 0-+ 0.6 acre of wetlands in the project 
area will be affected by the city’s grade separations project, regardless of whether the 
WSX Alternative is constructed. 


On page 5-23 of the DEIS, the first sentence of the second paragraph of Section 5.2.7 has 
been revised as follows: 


The city’s grade separations project will likely impact 0-7 0.6 acre of seasonal 
wetland and an additional 2.5 acres of riparian habitat would be removed from the 
area around the two flood control channels north of Paseo Padre Parkway. 


10-9: Further investigation has not indicated that vernal pools are present (Huffman and Associates 
2002a; City of Fremont 2005). The last paragraph on page 4.6-11 of the DEIS has been 
revised as follows: 


WSX Alternative. A 9-7 0.39-acre seasonal wetlands in the project area, located 
between the former SP and WP railroad tracks south of the optional Irvington Station 
site, has-beenidentified-as-vernal poolfairy shrimp-habHatandis known to support a 
population of California tiger salamander (The Huffman-Broadway Group, Inc., 
2003). 
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10-10: The comment relates to the removal of upland estivation habitat for the California tiger 


10-11: 


salamander. The habitat is located south of Washington Boulevard. As a result of 
consultation with the USFWS, the text in the FEIR has been revised and this comment no 
longer applies. 


The City of Fremont adopted the Irvington Concept Plan on January 25, 2005. References in 
the DEIS to the draft concept plan have been replaced with references to the adopted concept 
plan in the following locations: 


m The last sentence of the second full paragraph on page 4.8-10 of the DEIS has been 
revised as follows: 


In keeping with general plan recommendations, the city has worked with the 
community to create the Irvington Concept Plan, earrenthym-draft form, whichseeks 
te which was adopted on January 25, 2005 and sets forth a vision for revitalization of 
the Irvington District. 


The first sentence of the third full paragraph on page 4.8-10 of the DEIS has been deleted 
as follows: 


Fhe concept planwas-released_for public review inate October 2002. The concept 
plan outlines a long-range plan that contains the vision and goals for Irvington and 
provides steps that should be taken in order to accomplish those goals. Conceptual 
designs and illustrative site plans contained within the concept plan provide examples 
of how specific areas may be developed (Figure 4.8-8). 


The last sentence of the first paragraph on page 4.8-11 of the DEIS has been revised as 
follows: 


Goal 40-11 of the concept plan is particularly relevant to the WSX Alternative: 
Integrate the potential future BART station and accompanying residential and 
commercial development into Irvington. 


The last four sentences of the first full paragraph on Page 4.8-11 of the DEIS were 
deleted as follows: 


As discussed below, it is BART’s policy to encourage transit-oriented development at 
and near station sites, which increases ridership and is compatible with local 
development plans. However, such projects must be developed through the City of 
Fremont’s planning process, with BART’s cooperation consistent with its policy. 

The Drafttrrineton-_Concept Plan has been completed and reviewed bythe publ. 
Fhe Planning Commission recommended approval of the draft concept plantethe 
CHy-Counci atts February 27, 2003 -meetine—The concept planswas-considered by 
the City Council for adoption at its June 3, 2003 regular meeting; however, the City 
Counci requested additional werkt is new anticipated that the City Planning 
Commission will consider the Draft Irvington Concept Plan in August 2004 (Lavin 
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10-12: 


10-13: 


10-14: 


10-15: 


m On page 4.8-28 of the DEIS, the second sentence of the second paragraph under the 
definition of Impact LU-S has been revised as follows: 


As discussed previously in this section, Fremont has develeped-adraftconcept plan 
forthe entire -ineten area that adopted the /rvington Concept Plan, which supports 


the intensification of land uses in Irvington and promotes transit-oriented land uses. 


m On page 4.8-28 of the DEIS, the fifth sentence of the second paragraph under Impact LU- 
5 has been revised as follows: 


Although a-draft-concept plan-has-been-completed the /rvington Concept Plan has 


been adopted, there are no specific proposals for transit-oriented development related 
to the proposed station site at the present time. 


m On page 4.8-29 of the DEIS, the third sentence under “ACCMA Countywide 
Transportation Plan” has been revised as follows: 


Completion-oft The city’s concept plan weuld encourages higher density 
development around the proposed Irvington Station site, consistent with the goals of 
the ACCMA. 


On page 4.8-3 of the DEIS, the third sentence in the second paragraph was revised as 
follows: 


The park’s amenities now include Lake Elizabeth, a natural sag pond modified for 
recreational and flood detention use (see Section 4.5, Hydrology), a-svwimtageen, a 
skate park, passive recreation areas, a golf course, a dog park, and ball fields and 
courts. 


On page 4.8-3 of the DEIS, the first sentence of the fourth paragraph has been revised as 
follows: 


The city has appreved-severat received at least two rezoning requests to rezone 
formerly the industrial land fer-single-famiy+residential development east of Civic 


Center Drive and north of Stevenson Boulevard, which includes land adjacent to the 
reserved WSX Alternative corridor, for single-family residential development, but the 
land has not been rezoned. 


Three locations on Figure 4.8-3 (Existing Land Uses Adjacent to the Project Alignment) 
indicate the presence of undeveloped land. The northernmost location represents the area 
around the proposed Irvington BART Station. General plan land use designations for this 
area include “Pubic Facility” east of Osgood Road and “Light Industrial” west of Osgood 
Road. The second major undeveloped area is just below South Grimmer Boulevard adjacent 
to the proposed Warm Springs BART Station. This undeveloped area represents the BART 
station site and undeveloped land east of Warm Springs Boulevard. General plan 
designations for this area include “Public Facility” for the station site and “Restricted 
Industrial” with a “Commercial Industrial” overlay east of Warm Springs Boulevard. 


Subsequent communication with the City of Fremont clarified that the issue is related to 
Warm Springs Boulevard rather than Washington Boulevard. On page 4.8-5 of the DEIS, the 
last sentence of the first paragraph has been revised as follows: 
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Along Warm Springs Boulevard, residential uses on the east side of Warm Springs 
Boulevard within the Warm Springs Planning Area abut industrial uses on the west 
side of Warm Springs Boulevard in the adjacent Industrial Planning Area. 


10-16: On pages 4.8-11 and 4-8-12 of the DEIS, the last paragraph has been revised as follows: 


A consultant team was selected for the Warm Springs BART Specific Plan and 
potential land use scenarios have been developed. Following a City Council 
workshop and meetings with stakeholders, three scenarios for the Warm Springs 
Station area evolved: high-intensity residential use, office/commercial use, and 
mixed use. Felewing-further public input revised land use-seenaries will be 


area will be subject to appropriate environmental review. Therefore, any analysis of 
potential environmental effects would be highly speculative. The specific plan will 
be subject to appropriate environmental review by the city, as will any future 
development projects proposed for the area covered by the specific plan. 


10-17: On page 4.8-23 of the DEIS, the fifth sentence of the second paragraph was replaced as 
follows: 


2005—Preparation of the specific plan is underway. 


10-18 and 10-19: The discussion on pages 4.9-2 and 4.9-3 has been revised as described below, and 
the same revisions have been made to Section 6.4.2, page 6-12 of the DEIS. 


As-decumentedin the 1992 EIR. Fremont Central Park serves as both a park and 
recreation facility as well as the home of the Fremont Civic Center complex. The 
parkand represents nearly half of all park and recreation space in Fremont. Fremont 
Central Park has the following existing facilities. 
E Siwie C lenin cfices. Pande 
depariest Hee cepa tiente 
m FremontAnnnal Shelter. 


m Senior citizen center. 

= Community center. 

m= Lake Elizabeth. 

= Boathouse with docks, launches, boat storage, and boat rentals. 


mw Fishing pier. 


m= Band pavilion. 


m 18 tennis courts and a pro shop. 
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6 softball fields, a guard shack, support space, and a snack bar. 
10 soccer fields and a snack bar. 

2 basketball courts. 

Skate park. 

Teen Center 


Executive Golf Course and Driving Range 


Golf driving range and pro shop. 

More than 200 picnic tables, with four group picnic areas by reservation. 
4 playgrounds. 

Approximately 5 miles of walking and jogging trails. 

1.5-mile exercise course. 

Dog park. 

50-acre nature area with a boardwalk and nature center. 

Open turf areas. 

Parking lots. 


Various park services and maintenance structures. 


The 2003 Final SEIR states that proposed new facilities at Fremont Central Park 
include a cultural arts center and an aquatics gymnasium (Rakley pers. comm.). The 
construction of a new Family Water Play Facility is expected to begin in 2006, with 


the facility opening to the public in May 2007. 


Several public facilities are located within the larger boundaries of Central Park, but 


are not located on parkland, such as the police building and jail, Tri-City Animal 


Shelter, and the offices of the Fremont Main Library and Alameda County Public 


Library. 
10-20: The text on pages 4.9-1, 4.9-4, and 6-13 of the DEIS has been clarified: 


m On page 4-9-4 of the DEIS, the eighth sentence of the third paragraph was revised as 
follows: 


The proposed ventilation structures would occupy approximately 24, 484 square feet 
(0.56 acre), which is a negligible percentage (approximately-04%_0.13%) of 
Fremont Central Park’s total area (430-aeres 433.90 acres). 


m On Page 4.9-1 of the DEIS, the second sentence of the fourth paragraph was also revised 
to present the correct acreage as follows: 
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The park, located at 40000 Paseo Padre Parkway, is set on #ustimerethan430 433.90 
acres and bounded by Stevenson Boulevard, Paseo Padre Parkway, and the UP rights- 
of-way. 


mu The last two sentences on page 6-13 were revised as follows: 


The proposed ventilation structures would occupy a negligible percentage 
(approximately 90-04% 0.13%) of Fremont Central Park’s total area (430 433.90 
acres), but would nevertheless constitute a direct use of a Section 4(f) resource. 


10-21: Figure 4.9-3a is correct. The first paragraph of page 4.9-8 has been revised as follows: 


Figures 4.9-3a and 4.9-3b of the administrative DEIS illustrate how-and- where park 
facilities and activities will be maintained during construction. Discussions between 
BART and the City of Fremont will continue as more detailed plans are developed to 
finalize the location of both temporary and permanent park facilities. 


10-22: The text of the Parks and Recreation section has been revised to reflect the presence of the 
sports storage building and maintenance building near the proposed north ventilation 
structure. The following text has been inserted after the first full sentence on page 4.9-5 in 
the Draft EIS: 


Two park buildings used for sports storage and maintenance are located 
approximately 50 feet south of the proposed north ventilation structure. Both 
structures are separated from the ventilation structure by the relocated road to the 
parking areas further to the south. No project-related effects on the buildings are 
anticipated. 


10-23: On pages 4.9-10 and 6-26 of the DEIS, Mitigation Measure PR-3 has been amended to 
include the following bulleted item: 


= BART and its contractor will coordinate with the City Parks and Recreation staff 
to provide as much advance notice as possible for construction scheduling and 
other project activities that would cause disruptions to the use of Central Park. 


10-24: The fifth bullet item on pages 4.9-10 and 6-26 of the DEIS text (Mitigation Measure PR-3— 
Limit Construction-related disruptions to Fremont Central Park) has been revised as follows: 


throughout the-construction period—To the extent that existing park paths may be 
capable of accommodating bicycles, the relocated pathways will provide equivalent 
access. The walking paths will be well signed, and any paths closed for public safety 
and security will be well marked. At least one public pathway across the construction 
zone near Lake Elizabeth will be maintained at all times to accommodate people who 
walk or ride bicycles to the park from the residential areas immediately east of the 
railroad corridor. 


10-25: As stated on page 4.13-18, noise mitigation is proposed for all areas with severe impacts and 
for areas that the portion of the areas that experience moderate impacts and an increase of 
5dBA or more. (Please refer to the response to comment 1.2.) The mitigation specified in 
the Draft EIS does not supersede mitigation in the Supplemental Environmental Impact 
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10-26: 


10-27: 


10-28: 


10-29: 


10-30: 


10-31: 


10-32: 


Report (SEIR) that was prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA). BART will implement the mitigation commitments identified in both the SEIR and 
the FEIS. 


The residences identified with severe impacts are slightly closer to the tracks than the other 
residences. There is a small difference in distance, which results in a small difference in the 
noise levels. 


Both the noise and vibration impacts at the Red Hawk complex are consistent with respect to 
the distance from the tracks. The buildings closest to the tracks have higher noise and 
vibration levels than those farther from the tracks. 


Table 4-13-10 on page 4.13-23 of the DEIS states that eight residences between Paseo Padre 
Parkway and Washington Boulevard would be subject to vibration impacts. Initially it 
appeared that a moving crossover would eliminate impacts at three of the eight locations; 
therefore, five locations would require mitigation. However, following additional review, 
moving the crossover does not appear to be feasible. Table 4.13-12 has been revised to 
indicate that eight locations are subject to vibration mitigation. 


The vibration analysis accounted for the new homes. The proposed homes are located farther 
from the track than the existing homes to the south, and because of this increased distance, no 
impact was projected. The noise impacts at this location are correct for both the existing and 
proposed homes. 


Specific implementation of the vibration mitigation measures including details regarding the 
specific locations and types of mitigation will be addressed in detail during final design. 
Ballast mats will be installed where they would be most effective to reduce vibration impacts. 
At some locations where other mitigation measures prove more effective, those measures 
would be implemented instead of, not in addition to, ballast mats. 


The second to last paragraph on page 4.13-25 of the DEIS has been revised as follows: 


Table 4.13-12 indicates the areas along the WSX Alternative alignment where 
iveeon would be needed to reduce vbianon levels. Ataaintmunm, the 

: Hve— BART will 
identity the ribs ‘appropriate hi gallon measures or @ ecombination of measures may 
berequired at seme each locations to attainsmaximun reduction ef reduce vibration 


umpacls to the Scene extent nt practicable, Sika SOE ORAS eae: 


Mie: 


A variety of factors can influence whether vibration impacts would occur, such as changes in 
grade, construction type, etc. BART performed a vibration analysis for the length of the 
alignment, as illustrated in Figures 4.13-7a through 4.13-7e, and identified the areas that 
would be impacted by vibration. Based on this analysis, the residences adjacent to stations 
2375 and 2380 would not have impacts at levels that would require mitigation. 


On page 4.16-11 of the DEIS, the typo in the third sentence under the heading “Storm Drain” 
has been corrected. The correct word is “patterns.” 
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10-33: 


10-34: 


10-35: 


Mitigation for the wetland impacts of other projects was discussed in the DEIS, not because it 
is being used for the WSX Alternative, but to document that cumulative impacts of multiple 
projects can be expected to be addressed through the mitigation obligations of each project. 
Pacific Commons was mentioned as an example. However, at the commenter’s request, the 
third and fourth sentences in the first paragraph of Section 5.2.7 of the DEIS has been revised 
as follows: 


However, through the regulatory and environmental permitting process, the impacts 
associated with these developments would be mitigated at a ratio to be determined 
through consultation with the Corps. Wlbe required te-mitigate the less_of seasonal 
wetland and +iparian-habHat typically ata3-t+rate. Forexamplethe Pacific 


Commoensdevelopmentiwit establish a 31-aerewetland preserve that is tkely tobe 
designated as-eritical habitat for-vernal pool species. 


The following text has been added to the description of Impact PR-Cume-2 and PR-Cume-5 
that appear on pages 5-29 and 5-30 of the DEIS: 


In addition, any new residential development would be required to pay impact fees, 
which include fees for park facilities for new residences. 


The DEIS did not effectively distinguish between the Gomes Elementary School and its 
playfields and the Gomes Neighborhood Park, which is immediately adjacent to the school. 
Gomes Neighborhood Park is under the jurisdiction of the City of Fremont. To provide 
clarification, new text has been added to the EIS in several locations. However, please note 
that although this new text corrects the name and ownership of Gomes Neighborhood Park, it 
does not alter any of the analyses or conclusions presented in the DEIS. The DEIS fully 
considered the effects on Gomes Neighborhood Park, although it incorrectly identified the 
park as part of the elementary school playing field. 


A new heading for “Gomes Neighborhood Park” and the following text has been added just 
prior to the heading for John Gomes Elementary School on page 4.9-3 of the DEIS: 


Gomes Neighborhood Park 


Gomes Neighborhood Park is located adjacent to Gomes Elementary School on 
Lemos Lane and extends west toward Fremont Golf Course, which is part of the 
city’s park and recreation system. The 13.17-acre park is bound by an Alameda 
County Flood Control District channel on the north, residential development and 
Lemos Lane on the south, Gomes Elementary School on the east, and the golf course 
on the west. The park provides open space for local neighborhood activities. 


Page 4.9-10 of the DEIS: The following text has been added following the bulleted items: 


= Gomes Neighborhood Park—Because Gomes Neighborhood Park is sufficiently 
distant from the WSX Alternative alignment (approximately 1,000 feet from the 
subway alignment at its closest point and more than 1,300 feet from the closest 


at-grade segment), construction-related disruptions to the park (such as traffic and 
circulation disruptions, noise, dust, and safety issues) are not anticipated. In 


addition, Gomes Neighborhood Park is separated from the alignment by the width 
of Fremont Golf Course and a residential neighborhood. 
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Page 6-6 of the DEIS: Table 6-1 has been amended to include the item following data after 
the data for Fremont Central Park: 


Gomes Neighborhood Park---827 Lemos Lane. 


Page 6:8: Table 6-3 has been amended to include data for Gomes Neighborhood Park 
following the data for Fremont Central Park. The amended table reflects that there will be no 
direct, temporary, or constructive Section 4(f) use. Under the column for “Remarks” the 
following text has been added: 


Buffered by distance and intervening uses. 


Section 6.4.1: The following text has been added at the beginning of section 6.4.1 under a 
new heading for Gomes Neighborhood Park. 


Description and Significance of Property 


Type/Location/Size—Gomes Neighborhood Park at 827 Lemos Lane is 


neighborhood park operated by the City of Fremont Parks and Recreation 
Department. Gomes Park is a 13.17-acre park that extends from John Gomes 
Elementary School on the east to the Fremont Golf Course, which is part of the city’s 
park and recreation system, on the west. 


Access/Facilities/Usage—Vehicular access to the park is from Lemos Lane. 
Pedestrian access is from John Gomes Elementary School, Lemos Lane, Ambar 
Place, Valdez Way, and Fremont Golf Course. The park provides open space and 
general recreation facilities for the local neighborhood. 


Relationship to Similar Facilities in the Area—The park is immediately adjacent to 
Gomes Elementary School, which has school playfields and athletic fields on the east 


side of the school. Gomes Park is operated by the city’s Park and Recreation 


Department, which also operates the golf course and Fremont Central Park to the 
west. 


Ownership/Jurisdiction—The City of Fremont owns 12.17 acres of the park and the 
Alameda Flood Control District owns 1.0 acre. The total 13.17-acre park is operated 


by the city’s Department of Parks and Recreation. 


Significance—The city’s Park and Recreation Department has confirmed that, in 
comparing the park facilities of this recreation area with the recreational objectives of 
the community, the resource in question plays an important role in meeting those 


objectives. 


Application of Section 4(f) Criteria for Use 


Because the park is buffered from the WSX Alternative alignment by distance (i.e., 
about 1,000 feet at its closest point to the subway alignment and more than 1,300 feet 
from the at-grade segment of the alignment) and by the presence of intervening 
residences, it is unlikely that any direct, temporary, or constructive use would result. 
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Coordination/Consultation 


BART has initiated formal consultation with the City of Fremont. 


Recommended Determination 


Based on the foregoing analysis, it is recommended that the FTA Administrator make 
a determination that no direct, temporary, or constructive use of the Gomes 


Neighborhood Park would result from the WSX Alternative. 


10-36: The third and fourth sentences of the second paragraph on page 6-13 of the DEIS were 
revised as follows: 


A $14,456 grant in 1973 was made for a portion of the Fremont Central Park bike and 
pedestrian trail. A grant in 1974 for $95,562 was made for the Frement- Central Park 
a sports complex in Fremont Central Park, which paid for a portion of the 
construction. 


10-37: As discussed in the response to comment 10-20, the text on page 6-13 was revised to reflect 
the correct acreage. The text was also revised in the first paragraph of Section 6.4.2 on page 
6-11 of the DEIS as follows: 


Located at 40000 Paseo Padre Parkway, Fremont Central Park is set on about 
430 433.90 acres bounded by Stevenson Boulevard, Paseo Padre Parkway, and the 
UP ROWs. Lake Elizabeth occupies 83 acres in the park. 


10-38: The second paragraph of page 6-14 of the DEIS was modified as follows: 


To make the existing ACFCD access road consistent with current standards, it could 
be necessary to widen it for some or all of its length. To do so, BART would have to 
secure an access easement from ACFCD for the road. 


10-39: The text on page 6-15 of the DEIS was clarified by adding the following text at the end of the 
fourth paragraph: 


The temporary parking lots will ensure that the total number of parking spaces in 
Fremont Central Park is maintained at its current level throughout the construction 
period. BART will provide lighting for the temporary parking lots that will be 
consistent with existing parking lots. 


10-40: Details regarding the maintenance of landscaping, irrigation, and graffiti abatement on city- 
owned portions of the park will be addressed as part of a future agreement between BART 
and the City of Fremont. 


10-41: The first two sentences of the fifth bullet of Mitigation Measure PR-3, which appears on page 
6-26 of the DEIS, were clarified as follows: 


throughout the-censtruction peried—To the extent that existing park paths may be 
capable of accommodating bicycles, the relocated paths will provide equivalent 
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access. The walking paths will be well signed, and any paths closed for public safety 
and security will be well marked. 


10-42: The sixth bullet of Mitigation Measure PR-3, which appears on page 6-26 of the DEIS, was 
clarified as follows: 


BART and the construction contractor will work with the City of Fremont and 
ACFCD to develop and implement a program to maintain Lake Elizabeth’s flood 
control function or provide alternative temporary storage, if necessary, during the 
construction period. 


10-43: The first sentence of Section 6.6.1 on page 6-42 of the DEIS has been revised as follows: 


Of the two LWCF grants in Fremont Central Park, the first (#06-00332) provided for 
the improvement of a bike trail along the northern and eastern shore of Lake 
Elizabeth, comprising a portion of the trail which encircles the lake, and the second 
(#06-00394) provided for construction of two softball fields, utility construction, 
installation of an irrigation system, and landscaping of 5.83 acres in the northeast 
portion of the park. 


10-44: The first sentence of the second paragraph on page 6-42 of the DEIS has been revised as 
follows: 


The NPS, in consultation with City of Fremont staff, has found that the grant-assisted 
property containing the a portion of the bike path falls under a license agreement 
between the City and the Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation 
District. 


10-45: On page 6-42 of the DEIS, Section 6.6.1, the end of the first paragraph and beginning of the 
second paragraph have been revised as follows: 


Since beth grants-cceurred without contemporaneous mapping, the City received the 
grants prior to the requirement for contemporaneous mapping, the precise boundaries 
of each grant-assisted area are unclear. Hewever,tThe NPS, in correspondence 
dated November 12, 2004, has stated that it “considers these areas as being contained 
within ‘property...developed with assistance under this section.”” Subsequent 
discussions among NPS, the California Department of Parks and Recreation, the City 
of Fremont, and BART indicate that only a portion of the northern ventilation 
structure is within the LCWF-assisted area. 
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COUNTY OF ALAMEDA 

PUBLIC WORKS AGENCY RECEIVED 
DEVELOPMENT SER WROES DEPARTMENT 

851 Tame Court, Roam 109 APR 2 
Haired, (4 545-28 

ee | 

BAX (310 o70-S000 


April 25, 2005 


fone 6, General 


San Francisco Bay Area Raped Transat Castrect 
Attention: Shan Adams 

MS-LES-21 

PO Fox 12688 

Oakland, CA Ma4-2688 


Dear Ma. Adams: 


Reference is made to your transmittal of March 1, 2005, of the Draft EIS for ihe BART 
Warm Springs Extension (WSX). We have reviewed the document and find that 
; additional information and detail needs to be provided im regard to construction activities 
\ ond scheduling at both South Tule Pond and Lake Elizabeth, 
As stated previously in comments om prior WEX environmental document reviews, the 
Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District is very concomed with 11-1 
the potential impact on the flood storage capacities of South Tule Pond and Lake 
Elizabeth, 
It is imperative that replacement capacity af both locations be provided if construction of 
the BART extension must contiouc into the rainy season. It has yet to be demonstrated 
that construction will sof adversely impact floodwater storage capacities. 
If you have any questions, please call Andrew Oteuka, at ($10) 670-6613, 


Very truly yours, 


§ Fung 
Drepaty Dinector 
Development Services Department 


TO SERVE AND PRESERVE OUR COMMUNITY 
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Response to Comment Letter 11 


11-1: BART is committed to maintaining storage capacity at South Tule Pond and Lake Elizabeth. 
At this time, the details of the construction timing are not available; however, certain 
performance goals would be achieved. 


As stated in Mitigation Measure H-3 on page 4.5-16 of the DEIS, BART will expand the 
South Tule Pond to maintain the existing flood storage capacity at that location. As stated in 
Mitigation Measure H-13 (a) on page 4.5-24 of the DEIS, BART will limit subway 
construction in the Lake Elizabeth to the dry season. If construction were to continue into the 
wet season, BART would secure additional flood storage capacity equal to or greater than the 
temporary reduction due to construction (Mitigation Measure H-13(b)) by working with 
ACFCD and the City of Fremont. 


BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 2-111 
Volume 2: Response to Public Comments J&S 04071.04 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 


Letter 12 
PETE Ch GE 
> Valley Trensportation Authority 
Apeil 25, 2005 
Sn Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
P.O. Bow 12688 
Oakland, CA D460 Fae 
Attention: Shar Adame 
Subject: BART Warm Springs Extension Draft EIS 
Dear hls, Adams: 
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) staff ave roviewed the 
Draft ELS it 4 

mile extension of BART from the oxisting Fremost RARY Stadion to a mew station at von 
Springs in southern Alameda County. We have the fis comments. 
2A bas been coordinating with the San Francisco Bay Rapid Tranait District on the 
BART Warm Springs Extension as well as the Silicon V ¥ Rapid Transit Comidoc Project. 
We ri er lakers. this coordination in order tp insure that the two Projects conmact 
Der nee work ont design detail We hawe dhe specific comments on the 
1 _— ES=] and 1-1, Man text should be raased to more accurately Felloct VTA‘ SVETC 
SUPEREE renlocin ‘ ital Ra hee = 

ea koa o“Procaged Extengion- Initial Havirnemestsl Review Underway” with “BART 
Exiens on hy - SINCE Ge CA Beard ceatified the Fink FIR aii anoenved. the protect im 
2 Page 3-2, Section $2.7. Parsgraph 1, Sentence |. oa be replaced with the following text 
fo mone accurately reflect VEA's SVRTC Project. . | 

122 


“The cumulative analvais alo includes the Silicon Vallev Es Transit “ridor (SVRTC) 
Project, which is an extension of isART service trom BART's proposea flature terminus at Warm 


Sprifigs througin Malputas, downtowns San Jian ana Sats Wars m santa Clivi (owery,"* 


3 Page 3-2. Section 5.2.2, , : , 
accuratery reflect VIA's swine with the following text to mare 123 


D001 Marth Fret Geiued - few fev, C1514 - ddininiypcatien 004,17 AAS - Gateert Sercioe 400 


BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 2-112 
Volume 2: Response to Public Comments J&S 04071.04 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 


Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
April 25, 2005 
Page 2 


exisogion would begin af the propoded Warm Springs Station, ectend a the Union Pacific 
Raikoad line through Milpitas iomkavuue al Bat =a chain Sun Jose, 
Frown there, BART would leave the railroad right-of-way, tunneling under downtown San Jose to 
the Diridon Calerain Station. The proposed BART Extension would den tur nocth under the 
= ea ——s grade in the City of Santa Clara near the Caltrain Station. The 

lenion wr réfined during the preliminary design phase of the project. 
proposed BART Extension would include seven new stations pas an eae “i 
Montague/Capitel, Berryessa, Alum Rock, Civic Plaza Gan Jose State University, Market Street, 
Diridon!Arena, and Sante Clara. The propostd extension would also include a future South 
Calaveras Staticn at Calaveras Boulevard and the railroad right-of-way in Milpitas, The SVRTC 
Final EIR provides amore precise description of station Incations and aligoment options.” 


4, Page S-2, Section §,2.2, Paragraph 4, Sentence |. should he reclaced with the follawieg beet 
bo me accurately neflect VTA": SVRTC Project, 


“In July 2003, FLA recommended thet VIA ideptify a BART Alterti ative Minimion Cnerating 
Segment (MOS) to include in the FTSFTR and New Starts nrocess” ig 


$. Page $-§, Table 5-, SVRTC Location sentence should be revited with’ the following text to 
eeore accurmicly reflect VWTA's SVRTC Project. 


“us War Springs in Fremont, Alameda County to Milpitas, San Jose and Santa Clara in Santa 
AC. (Soeur, 


6 Page 3-5, Table 5-1, SVETC Description, should be replaced with the following text to mare 
acturately reflect VTA's SVRTC Project. aes 


“This BART Extension would extend the system fiom the sed pti 

E he proposed Warm Stati 
through the cities of Milpitas, San Jase and Santa Clara, Wintpipsieteie oc miail 
seven new BART stations in Santa Clara County. Currently, WTA. anticipates that project 
eonstruction will start in 2008 and revenae service will begin in 2015." 


7. Pape 3-6, Section 5.2.3, there iz no mention about the ABAG forecasts being 
4, usd Please 
reteronce the ABAG projection series upon which the ridership is based (in this instanee, ABLAG 
line epee hm for 2010 and 2025). You chould note here or elsewhere in the 
doscustent t ABAG Projections 2000 series was the only data set available at the 
' , ae nme of 


13-3 
ont 


4 


128 
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San Francisco Bay haw id Transit Dist: 
April 25, 2005 — = 
Page 9 


# “age 5-7, Table 3-2, for the Fremont to Irvington station under 2025 WSX Alternati 
thotnate “b* should be added ts the 16.300 val i i ciao 
: el Wicks acta we, since this is actually ridership between the 


1248 


9 Page 5-19, Table 5-9, fomote ‘a" ghould state that park props 
3, 7 parking demand at ibe three 
project stahons wes based on unconstrained demand foun Ew cikdecable micidede. . | “ 


10 Page 5-27, Section 5.2.9, Paragraph 4, last sentence should be replaced wi Hororting 
Texl fo mows accurately reflect VTA's SVRTC Project, ; a eer 
fekeardl SOT eI “dh local plans and polices i its area. of service is being evaluated iis 
SCP atSly 16 an ongoing federal enviromental revi 
identified in the Plaal EIR" Teviow process, but no adverse effects on Land use 


11. Page 5-31, Section 5.2.11, Paragraph 3, Sentence 2. should be 5 
. ee ad : ot sced with i 

ext to more accurately reflect VIA's SVRTC Proj replaced with the following 

“seed the SVETC project to the south of the W ; 5 , ; q344 

fesidonees and 72-99 businesses" Warm Springs Station could displace 1 to 4 


12 Page 3-41, Section 5.2.18, Paragraph 1, Sentence 1, should be isi 1 follow 

xt to more accurately reflect WA's SVRTC Project. a ‘ ee aa 
12-12 

“The WSX Altemative and the SVRTC proj 

j ‘ magi ject are.ex te odd i 

Ris Hrd aged pooled eight transit stations (plus 


I! Page 5-44, Section 5.3.4, Paragraph 4, Sentence 3 ini 
a 1 jenten and the remaining sentences to the end of 
SVT elt be replaced with the following text to more accurately reflect VWTA's 


“The additional 16.3-milet of BART service would be Prngs 

1 extended from the Warn Sprin 
Staton terminus to near 75" i I 
7‘ : va and Bast Santa Clara strects in San Jose on the UP alignment. The 


1243 


Dial is Baa rere 3 
ee ee jae BART service exteesion would also inclide a fabare 


i 
: 
i 
: 
iH 
f 
( 
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San Francisco Ray Area Rapid Transit District 
April 25, 2005 
Page 4 


Thank you for the opportunity to review this project. I you have any questions, please call me at 
(#08) 321-5784. 

wu/7 4 
Roy Molaced - 
Senior Envitonmental Planner 
RMGEh 

ce: Amn Jamuson, VTA 


Tom Fiazwater, VTA 
Samantha Swan, VTA 
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Response to Comment Letter 12 


12-1: BART’s characterization of VTA’s SVRTC project is correct, as NEPA environmental 
review is still underway. 


12-2: The first sentence of the first paragraph of Section 5.2.2 (page 5-2) of the DEIS has been 
revised as follows: 


The cumulative analysis also includes the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor 
(SVRTC) project, which would extend BART service from BART’s proposed future 
terminus at Warm Springs through Milpitas, downtown San Jose and Santa Clara in 
Santa Clara County. Fhe-cumulative analysis-alse-inehides the Sticon Valley Rapid 
Transit Corridor Project (SVRTC), which ts an extension of BART service from 
BART's proposed future terminus at Warm Springs through Milpitas to downtown 
SanJosein Santa-Clara County 


12-3: The third paragraph of Section 5.2.2 (page 5-2) of the DEIS has been revised as follows to 
incorporate the new paragraph: 


In November 2001, VTA completed a Major Investment Study (MIS) that identified 
the BART Extension project as the a Preferred Investment Strategy for the proposed 
SVRTC. The Preferred Investment Strategy consists of an approximate 16.3-mile 
extension of the BART system. The extension would begin at the proposed Warm 
Springs Station, extend along the Union Pacific Railroad line te through Milpitas and 
continue to near 28" Street and East Santa Clara Sstreets in San Jose. From there, 
BART would leave the railroad right-of-way, tunneling under downtown San Jose to 
the Diridon Caltrain Station. The proposed BART Extension would then turn north 
under the Caltrain line and terminate at grade in the City of Santa Clara near at the 
Sante-Clara Caltrain Station. The proposed BART Extension would include seven 
new BARF stations in Santa Clara County alone thealhenment: Montague/Capitol 
Expressways:, Berryessa Read:, Alum Rock Avenue;, downtown Santeseat Civic 
Plaza/San Jose State University:, Market Street-and, Diridon/Arena:, and #-Santa 
Clara; nearthe-existine Heht rat and Caltrain stations. The proposed BARF 


alenmentextension would also includes-an-eptional station near a future South 
Calaveras Station at Calaveras Boulevard. The Draft EIS/EIR SVRTC Final EIR 


provides a more precise description of station locations and alignment options. 


12-4: In response to the comment and subsequent communication with VTA, the following 
paragraphs were modified in Section 5.2.2 (pages 5-2) of the DEIS: 


In July 2003, FTA recommended that VTA identify a BART Alternative Minimum 
Operating Segment (MOS}te-inchide in the EIS/ERR-and New Starts Process._tn respoenseto 
FFA2s-direction, VFA has identified tve-MOS scenarios for analysis the EIS/ERR:-MOSs- 
TE and MOS-IF. Under both scenarios as defined by VTA, the BART Alternative would be 
constructed +n two-phases, aninitial operating phase-and_a final phase to-complete the full 
project. The entire trackway alignment would be built in phase | (MOS-LE or MOS-1TF) but 
ether project elements, such_as-certain stations, vehicles, parking spaces, maintenance facHity 
components_and BART core system improvements, would be deferred te-_phase 2 (MOS-2E 
er MOS-2F)- 
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12-5: 


12-6: 


12-7: 


12-8: 
12-9: 


The SVRTC Supplemental EIR/Revised Draft EIS will also include an evaluation of the 


‘New Starts Candidate Project.” In order to improve the competitiveness of the SVRTC 
project in the New Starts process, VTA and the FTA agreed to analyze a segment of the 


SVRTC project with independent utility. This portion of the SVRTC project is from Warm 
Springs to Berryessa. 


It should be noted that while VTA’s funding approach is segmented, the project is not. VTA 
will be environmentally evaluating and constructing the entire 16.3-mile extension in one 
phase. Federal funds would support the portion of the project from Warm Springs to 


Berryessa, and state and local funding only would support the remainder of the extension 
from Berryessa to Santa Clara. 


The text in Table 5-1 relating to the SVRTC project has been revised as follows: 


Warm Springs in Fremont, Alameda County to Milpitas, San Jose and Santa Clara in 
Santa Clara County. 


The text in Table 5-1 relating to the SVRTC has been revised to incorporate the proposed 
revisions: 


This Prepesed BART extension that would extend the system at-grade from the 
proposed Warm Springs Station through the cities of Milpitas, San Jose and Santa 
Clara+o28"-Street/Santa-Clara Street in San Jose-onthe UP +ailread-alignment. The 
proposed extension would include seven new BART stations in Santa Clara County 


along the UP alhenment. Currently, VTA anticipates that project construction will 
start in 2008 and revenue service will begin in 2015. 


The first paragraph of Section 5.2.3 has been revised as follows to incorporate the comment: 


The transportation model, as discussed in Section 4.2 (Transportation), incorporates 
local and regional government projections of future background growth, land use and 
employment intensities and locations, along with programmed highway, street and 
transit improvements and the transportation consequences of other anticipated 
development projects for 2010 and 2025. Data from the Association of Bay Area 
Governments (ABAG) Projections 2000 data series were used to project ridership for 
2010 and 2025, as this series was the only data set available at the time the ridership 
forecasts were developed. Accordingly, the impact analyses presented above already 
account for cumulative impacts of the WSX Alternative together with other projects. 


Footnote “b” has been added to Table 5-2. 


Footnote “a” on Table 5-9 has been revised as follows to incorporate the comment: 


Parking demand at the three proposed stations is based on unconstrained travel 
demand forecasts from the ridership models, without consideration of the number of 
actual proposed parking spaces. The local intersection traffic analysis, however, does 
consider the potential limitations of proposed parking supply at each of the three 
Fremont area stations analyzed, and assumes that BART patrons would travel to 
BART stations where parking is perceived to be available. 
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12-10: The first sentence on page 5-27 of the DEIS has been revised as follows to incorporate the 
comment: 


SVRTC’s consistency with local plans and policies in its area of service is being 
evaluated separately in an ongoing federal environmental review process, but no 
adverse effects on land use were identified in the Final EIR. Are-anticipated. 


12-11: The second sentence of Impact POP-Cume-1 has been revised as follows to incorporate the 
comment: 


The WSX Alternative would displace up to approximately 16 businesses and no 
residences; the city’s grade separations project may displace 5 to 10 businesses and 
residences; and the SVRTC project to the south of the Warm Springs Station could 


displace 1 to 5 residences and 72 to 99 businesses upte-approxinately46to10+ 
businesses (Earth Tech, Inc. et al. 2001; VTA 2005). 


12-12: The first sentence of Section 5.2.18 (page 5-41 of the DEIS) has been revised as follows to 
incorporate the comment: 


The WSX Alternative and the SVRTC are expected to add approxunately_five-eight 
transit stations (plus two optional stations) in the region, which may affect the 
demand for local police protection or community services. 


12-13: The fourth paragraph of Section 5.3.4 has been revised as follows to incorporate the 
comment: 


Happroved_an The additional 16.3 miles 462-mies of BART service would be 
extended from the proposed Warm Springs Station terminus to near 28" and East 


Santa Clara Sstreets in San Jose on the UP alignment. The-prepesed-extensien 
alignment would then proceed below grade in a subway under downtown San Jose 
and terminate near at the Caltrain commuter rail station in Santa Clara. Knewn-as 
SVRTC the prepesed The extension would include seven planed stations and one 
ee Pima a fuure stations-in pane ake FS ner ces PCTS 


ieee Then new rstatiGhs ould be focated at 
Montague/Capitol, Berryessa, Alum Rock, Civic Plaza/San Jose State University, 


Market Street, Diridon/Arena, and Santa Clara. This prepesed BART service 
extension would also include an-eptienat a future station near Calaveras Boulevard in 


Milpitas. 
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From: = "Margaret Okuzuml" <okuzumig@slicon.com> Letter 13 
Ta: <hbartwanmspringsextension@bart.qov> 
cc: "BayRaill Alliance Board" <board@bayrailalliance,org> 


Date: Monday, April 25, 2005 04:58PM 
Subject: BART WSX DEIS Comments 


HayRail Alliance wishea to submit the following commants on the 
BART Warm 
Springs Extension DEIS. 


Firat, we're dismayed that only the executive sumnary of the DEIS 

wos made 

available on-line. This has made access to thea decuments mech 11 
more 

difficult for many. 


Second, we mote that no one ever ungwara the "hotline" phone number 

given on 

the Website as 4 contact, 510.476.3900, and no one has bothered 
to return 

several measages that were left there over the last several weeks, 
Thia 

YELEGS A serious issue of access te the GEIS. 


Va 


The ar@a around the Warm Springs station currently conaiete mostly 


of 

greenfields and light industrial development. The station area 
plan for 

this project does not appear to conform to BART's policy of 
encouraging 


Erangit-ariented development at stations. The Warm Springs 
Station plan 
has an enormous parking lot, the opposite of Fruitvale BART station |,,, 


where 2 

housing develepment was planned to Be adjacent to the station. If 
the ares 

to the oast of the station, across Warm Springs Read, were to be 
further a ea oe eS 


aaveloped, futuré riders would have te trek acrosga an enormous 
parking lot 

fo acctsas the BART station. At present, Warm Springs Road.ia a 
teo- lane 

farm road in that section and the additional traffic induced by the 
Station's "drive-to-and-park" design is a concern. 


A 156,000 square foot Wal-mart atere waa approved by tha Fremont 

eLey . 1a 
council and ia being Built at Skyway Court af Osqomd Read, Fremont, 

less 


hela ade herLeowinal wep nef (pinbox VoA0ESIECF lSBDICCESLSGFE... 4262005 
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than « half mile from the propesed Warm Springs station. Because 


of the ; 7 4 
etation'’s proximity to the NUMMI sutomobile plant, the council has ont 
born 


disinclined £6 put more howsing in the vicinity of the station. 


The document should reference cidership on the existing VTA 180 

axpress bus TS 
Ling as an indicator of potential ridership on this extension. In 

any case 

it is clear that the Warm Springs Extension (WSK) and its projected 
riderahip dogs not preduce a benefit commensurate to its thrae~ 

quarters of a 

billien dollars cost. Thia caat is not much different from the 


eriginal 136 
estimate for the SFO BART extension, a project with many here stops 

and 

whieh has failed to achieve its projected ridership. The Warm 

Spring 


preject is not cost-effective by any stretch of the imagination - 


The stated financing for the WSX project includes $145 million from 
the San 

Mateo County Trangit District (SamTrans) which by agreement is 
Auppesed to 

be funded by the operating surplus, if any, generated by the SFO 
BART 

extension. Given that the SFO axtenslon is expected te create an 
operating 

deficit, rother than «a aurplus, for SamTrane for the forescanble 
future, and 

given that alm: no transit anywhere in tha world generates on 


operating Lad 
Surplus, other than geome bus lines in densely-populated Heng Fong 
or seme 

high-speed rail lings (which do not have the costly maintenance 
costa of 
subways), this $145 milijiden ahould not be included as part of the 
financing 

for WSX, because none of it will materialize, in additien, the 
$111 saa P er 26 = 

million ssstmed from the Traffic Congestion Reliel Pregram (TCR) 
is purely 

speculative, given the atete of California's severe budget problems 
and the 

changing priorities of subsequent administrations to the Davia 
administration. 


The WSK project is highly problematic from an environmental justice 
shandpoint. We note that no information is given in ‘the Executive 8 
Summary 

about Environmental Justice impacts and very little in the actual 


hepcinoves-c0] aden bart, geil we bOG nat fino POAOESZECE SBDTCCEAZIGFE... Aw ZS 


1401 Telagraph Avenes, Sule 300, Ouklaned, (A $4512 
www, lwvba-ca,org 
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He-15 ITstd From-Filiskary Wietkres how Pitetena LLP AVERT ESE Teth) F.bed a] 
PEIS. The 
bunefits are not equitable for those with low incomes or people of 
eoler. F 
Given the enormous funding shortfall for this project, and the lack 
of both : 
capital and operating funds, this project if built will negatively 
ispace ; 
he mobility and sccesa of those who, for example; require trangit 
after 
BART shuts down at might by defunding bus service, as happened with 
the 
SPO-DART extensien. There is also the issue of the fares for this 
extension 138 
and whether they will be affordable, given the small ridership cont 


expected and ; 

the huge cost of the project. The projected operating costs of 
hia 

a ckanitcks 58.16 million, ia more than the approximately $6 million 
that AC : 

Transit saved in their last two seta of service cuts of 9% and 3% 
ef their : 

bus service, respectively. 38 million would pay for the operation 
ef about 

37 AC Transit buses for a year. We note that the naw, enormously 
successful 

and much longer San Fable Rapid Bus line uses about 15 buses for 
its i 

operation, 


Margaret OGkuzumi 


Executive Directer 
BayRail Alliance 


etesfentee all ades Ker’ moimailiarhii und Sinbox WUACESZECK ISBDICCREISEPE... 42q2005 
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Response to Comment Letter 13 


13-1: 


13-2: 


13-3: 


13-4: 


Copies of the complete DEIS on CD-ROM were available upon request. The executive 
summary was available online, along with information on where to review the entire 
document and how to request a complete copy. There is no requirement under NEPA to 
make the entire DEIS, or even an executive summary, available online. 


The BART WSX Information telephone line is designed to provide recorded information 
about the WSX project and the environmental review process and to receive recorded 
messages. The recording states that BART will respond to messages left on the Information 
Line. BART staff reviewed the System Telephone Log for the WSX Information Line and 
the Contact Log prepared by our community relations consultant, which recorded requests for 
information over the 45-day review period (March 11 to May 25, 2005). The Telephone Log 
documents both the number of calls received and the time and dates of any messages left on 
the Project Information Line. By checking the Telephone Log against the Contact Log, 
BART determined that only a few callers left messages during the comment period. BART 
responded to all messages. 


As explained on pages 4.8-22 and 4.8-23 of the DEIS, the WSX Alternative, including the 
Warm Springs Station, is designed to promote and accommodate transit-oriented 
development (TOD) consistent with BART’s Strategic Plan and System Expansion Policy. 
The station is specifically designed to have the flexibility to accommodate TOD in the future. 
In particular, the internal roadway network is designed to divide the site into a series of land 
use units, each approximately the size of a city block, which could later be developed with 
ridership-generating uses as part of a phased development. Warm Springs Boulevard, 
currently a two-lane road without sidewalks, is planned to be upgraded to a four-lane road 
with bicycle lanes and sidewalks. Two signalized intersections with crosswalks are also 
planned, promoting pedestrian access along Warm Springs Boulevard and across Warm 
Springs Boulevard to the east. The internal design for the Warm Springs Station site includes 
pedestrian access on sidewalks along the internal roadway system to a central entry plaza. 
Eventually, the Warm Springs Station could develop along the lines of the Fruitvale Transit 
Village, which the commenter cites as an good example of TOD, and which is situated on the 
site of a former BART surface parking lot. (For additional details, please see the response to 
comment no. 21-7. See also comment no.24, which contains a proposal for a transit village 
to be developed directly east of the proposed Warm Springs Station site.) 


The Wal-Mart site is located at the outskirts of the 0.5-mile radius typically considered 
suitable for station area planning, and it does not impede the potential for transit-oriented 
development (TOD) on several vacant parcels (totaling 142 acres) surrounding the proposed 
Warm Springs Station. The City of Fremont is developing a Warm Springs Station Area 
Specific Plan for the station area, which will help enhance the benefits of the WSX 
Alternative by promoting appropriate development near the station. One of the three land use 
scenarios being considered is a residential scenario. In addition, the owners of the 74-acre 
property immediately adjacent to the station site on the east are proposing mixed-use 
development that is heavily residential. (Please refer to comment letter No. 24.) Both the 
specific plan and any future development projects within the Specific Plan area will be 
subject to separate environmental review by the City of Fremont. However, at this time, the 
specific land uses that will be fostered by the City’s planning process are speculative. Please 
refer to page 4.8-23 of the DEIS and the responses to comment nos. 21-7 and 21-8. 
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13-5: 


13-6: 


13-7: 


13-8: 


VTA’s Route 180 express bus line does not offer a type of service that is comparable to the 
WSX Alternative. Therefore, it does not provide a reliable indication of potential future 
ridership for the WSX Alternative. 


The DEIS demonstrates the benefits of the WSX Alternative in terms of transportation, land 
use, air quality and energy (see DEIS sections 4.1, 4.8, 4.14 and 4.15). Cost and cost- 
effectiveness are analyzed in Section 7. BART’s Board of Directors will consider these 
benefits when deciding whether to proceed with the project, as will FTA and other funding 
authorities when deciding whether to provide funding. For a comparison of the costs and 
ridership between the WSX Alternative and the BART SFO project, please refer to the 
response to comment No. 37-25. 


The WSX project has been included in MTC’s Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). 
Although the funding plan includes some sources that are not immediately available, BART 
continues to work with project funding partners to advance some of these sources. The 
anticipated $145 million funding from SamTrans has not been forthcoming to date. BART 
has been working with SamTrans to maximize operating efficiencies and maximize net 
revenues. However, if the SamTrans funds do not become available, BART will work with 
other funding partners to close the funding gap. TCRP committed $111 million in state 
funding, of which $54 million has already been allocated. The remaining $57 million in 
anticipated state funding is expected as the state economy improves. BART continues to 
work with TCRP to maintain the priority of the WSX project on the TCRP funding allocation 
list. 


Section 4.18 of the DEIS addresses Environmental Justice. Environmental justice is not 
included in the Executive Summary’s list of adverse effects and mitigation measures (Table 
ES-2) because the analysis concluded that WSX Alternative would have no 
disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority or low-income populations (see page 
4.18-10 of the DEIS). Ethnic minority groups comprise the majority of the population in the 
vicinity of the project and would benefit from improved transportation service and mobility, 
as well as improved environmental quality (see pages 4.18-6 to 4.18-9 of the DEIS). Fares 
will be consistent with the fare structure throughout the BART system (see page 3-16 of the 
DEIS). For additional information on environmental justice issues, please see section 4.18, 
“Environmental Justice” of the DEIS and the responses to comment nos. 21-10 and 21-11. 


The commenter states that due to the BART SFO extension, SamTrans bus operations were 
“defunded.” It is true that as a result of the BART SFO Extension, SamTrans rerouted many 
of its bus lines to use the new BART stations as intermodal centers, and schedule changes 
were initiated to accommodate the new bus routes. Although these changes may have 
inconvenienced some passengers, they were not a result of “defunding” of operational 
budgets for buses. 
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Letter 14. 


To: barhwannspring scbension@® bart.qay 

From; Bill Steere! < bstremoel sho hobad met > 
Date: 4/08/2005 10;14FM 

Subject: EIR comments for Warn Springs Extension 


Asaomember of the Crtizens Advisory Committee to the Alameda ‘(County 

Trenpereten improvement Authordy ( ACTIA WT am ecncemned that the 

FepROn Riay eM gon ameobelity iproKeMmon commerureie with the inreaiment 1h 
of $1635 000) in ake tc revere These concern arise doe to lac of 

fords to complete the link to Sam Jose, os we'll as the City of Fremvont's 

approval of bigshos netaal and other developments incompatible with transit 

nw He 


ACTLA i obo advancing fonds for timely completion of the Mission 

Boulevard.) interchange reconstruction and HOVY lane extension. This 

pregect is mot only prosamabe fo the Wane Springs station, bul conernmabhy 

could provwedke amd anferns morvene 0 ni bared and Garpools for the corredor Bed 
uinmately to be serviesd dency by funtker extension of BART inks Senta 

Chia County 


BART should deugn the Warm Springs statren aaa mayor intermodal transfer 

poi for inter-comny tapa Smee thet will remain the term eof HART 

for some time to comme, ib would be poadend to add more paring and longer 14-3 
bus: loaaling/‘unboading anes than what coukd be justified for an. 

inbormodate wap 


ACTLA and Caltrans need te werk together te expedite though movement olf 
ROW" s betwen dhe expanded 82 freeway and the BART station during the 
Mieaion Boukewand interchange reconstrucion. These agencies should also 
investigale df ihe configumtion of the reconsinacted interchange andl 
Mision Boulevard extending into Fremont cin be tweaked bo priomtine 14-4 
monement of HOW": Sant Clara County's Valkey Trmeportaien #uthonty 
theukl eel-asle seme mons now buipcied for operating BART's further 
eierion - if and when it ni ever built - for operating feeder buses 

during this “inierum” period. Jind the Silsoon Valley Manufacturer's Group 
(S860 0 shoukd obtain commitments from ibe major em phover members bo 
mph cmployoee wanpocts and shutihes ta‘Trom Wares Springs. 
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Response to Comment Letter 14 


14.1: 


14.2: 


14.3: 


14.4 


BART’s Warm Springs project is independent of VTA’s proposed project. As discussed in 
Chapter 2, “Purpose and Need” of the DEIS, the Warm Springs Extension would provide 
benefits to transportation, land use, and air quality by addressing the need for improved 
transportation in the project corridor. 


The City of Fremont has approved big-box retail in the past, but also recently approved the 
Irvington Concept Plan and is proceeding with the Warm Springs BART Area Specific Plan, 
both of which will intensify land uses near the proposed Irvington and Warm Springs 
stations. (Please see the response to comment no. 21-7.) 


Comment noted. 


The conceptual plan for the Warm Springs Station was designed to provide sufficient parking 
and bus access for the station to serve as the line terminus, not as an intermediate stop. 
BART consulted with AC Transit and VTA to ensure that bus access facilities were designed 
so that the station would serve as a major intermodal transfer point. 


As noted by the commenter, ACTIA and Caltrans are responsible for the development of any 
HOV lanes located between Interstate 880 and the Warm Springs Station. The comments 
should be addressed to these agencies. 
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Letter 16 


RECEIVED 


is arn 2 | 25 
P.O. Bow 1631, Prem, CA 498 


& 


April 18, 2005 


Attn: Mas, Shan Adar 
Be: GELS Commenis: 


Ms. Adama 
We are providing comments on behalf of the business community and property owners in 
the lrvingion District of Fremont. 


Gur overall cupport for the BART Warm Springs Extension has been and is still very 
high. The previous work accomplished by the 1992 EIR and 2003 SEIR have addressed 
many of our concerns. 


The EIS for the NEPA process, among other items, must address transportation 

infrastractare. This is the area of our greatest concem ag a business association. 

We are pleaged to see the DELS will proceed to clear an optional Lrvington Station for 

constuction during this extension or in the fuiure, In order to hebp fully mitigate the 

Southem Alameda County automobile traffic problems, an Irvington BART Statron most 

be part of the solution. We would expect the EIS to completely analyze the benefits of an 

Irvington Station and as a minimum mitigation mesure condition the project with « 18-4 
station foundation and footings. This requirement woukl provide for the most efficient 

and environmentally sound future phased station construction. 


Aa ibe bocal community voice in and around the Irvington Station area, we cannot 
support the BART Warm Springs extension without a future Irvington Station solution. 
The City of Fremont-has reviewed its general plan. The plan analyzed the sarrouneding 
station land use and the stations ability to belp maximize the wie of public transportation. 
With the goal of BART to generate additional transit ridership and reduce, overall traffic 
congestion. The ability to complete a future Irvington station hat to be part of the 


piragect, 
Sincerely, 
Matte 
President 
BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 2-126 


Volume 2: Response to Public Comments J&S 04071.04 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 


Response to Comment Letter 15 


15-1: 


BART agrees that an Irvington Station is desirable. As noted in several sections of the DEIS 
and particularly in Section 3.4.4, “ Optional Irvington Station’, construction of the Irvington 
Station is contingent on funding that has not been identified at his time. As noted in the 
comment, environmental review for the Irvington station is included in this EIS for the WSX 
Alternative, which analyzes both impacts and benefits of the Irvington Station. 


As noted in the comment, the preliminary engineering work conducted to date does not 
include station foundations or footings for the Irvington Station. However, such details are 
not necessary at this time. The conceptual station plan illustrates a side-platform station, 
which could be constructed after the WSX Alternative is complete, if necessary. The side- 
platform design would not require track location or service interruptions and would facilitate 
construction even after the BART line is operational. BART has approved a variance for the 
side-platform station at Irvington, as the side-platform station is not the BART standard. 
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Letter 16 


LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF THE BAY AREA 


An Inter-Leagus Ongazazation of the San Francises Bay Area 


Apeil 18, 2005 RECEIVED 


San Francisco Bay Arca Rapid Transit District APR 2G 2S 
Attention: Shari Adams 

Warm Springs Extension Group Manager 

MS-LES-21 

P.O, Box 12688 

Oakland, Californin 04-7688 


Re: Draft EIS for Warm Springs BART Extension 
Cheer Ms. Adkomsc 


The League of Women Voters of the Boy Area, an inter-League organization of twenty 
one local Leagues in the nine Bay Arca counties, supports efficient, interconnected, 
multi-modal, comvenient and cost-effective transportation planned in concert with land 
et and aar and water quality. 


The CEQA review on the BART Warm Springs Extension was completed and a preferred 
akemative--the extension of the existing BART system to Warm Springs--was adopted in 
Jane, 2003, Our commenta.on the Drafl SEIR bad expressed concerns that some 
akernatives were not thoroughly examined, and insufficient attention was given to land 
Use plinning in the station area to provide viable ridership projections. 


We hoped that land use designations and cost effectiveness would be addressed in the 
NEPA document which is currently being reviewed as a requirement for federal finding 
ehgubilty, (See attached documents for our earlier statements.) 


The League believes that transportation improvements should be consistent with amart 
growth principles. High-volume transit systems, such as BART, should enable more 
Transit Onented Development (TOD) by promoting « mixture of land uses including 
retail and high-density residential in areas near stathons The extension of BART to a 
new Warm Springs station provides opportunity for such development and we would like 
to see requirements for this kind of planning im the final NEPA document. 


18-4 


Sincerely, 


Arle Crses: . 
Linda paring Zain bem from 
President Transportation Chair 


1611 Telograph Avenue, Sue 300, Qaldand, CA 94612 
warw_lavba=cong 
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LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF THEBAY AREA — 


! Ag Inter-League Organization of the San Franciocg Bay Area 


May 17, 2004 


San Praimcico Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
2) Madison Street PO. Box 1 268% 
Onaklend, CA S4e4-2558 


Atiention: Wann Springs Esvironmental Project Director 
Re: Review process for National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
Dear Sir: 


The League of Women Voters of the Bay Area, an inter-League organization of 
‘twenty-one local Leagues in the nine Bay Area counties, supports efficient, 
interconnected, multi-modal, convenient, equitable, safe, and cost-effective 
transportation planned in concert with land use and air and water quality. 


We commented on the Draft Supplemental Exvizonmental Impact Report for the 

BART Warm Springs Extension in May, 2003 (see attached copy of that letter) 

ring our condemn about some of the conclusions reached in that document 

Although the CEQA review was completed and a preferred alternative was 2 
adopted in June 2003, we have become aware that a separate eearonmental 

review process under the National Environmental Pohey Act (NEPA) must now 

be completed in order for the project to be eligible for federal funds. 


The Leagee hopes that some of our earber concems, particularly those related 
bo more specific Land use designathona in the station area and cost effectiveness 
comparcons wall be filly addressed in the NEPA document. We believe that 
greater consideration of these factors will result in better regional transportation 
planning and a better regional transportation system. 


iy, 
Garza Sef arn 


Trainspertation Chair 
League of Women Voters of the Bay Area 


1601 Telegraph Avenue, Suite 300, Oakland, CA $4612 
wey. bevia-ca.org 
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LEAGUE OF 


OF THE BAY AREA 
At Inter-League Organization of the San Francusco Bay Area 


flay 9, 2003 


San Frarcssco Bay Area Rapid Distriet 
Atientoa: Rachard C. Wenzel, PE 
WX Esvironmental Project Director 
P.O. Bax 12638, Ma [RB-6 
Cakland, CA 44604-2558 


Re: Deaft Supplemental Environmental iipact Repo for the BART Warm Springs Extension 


Dear Ma. Wenzel 


The League of Women Voters ofthe Bay Area (LWWBA), an inter-League organization of 
wwenty-one kcal Leagues in the nine Beary Area counties, supports efficient, inmerconnected 
mulu-modal, converuent, equitable, safe, and cost-effective transportation plansed in conten 
with lend use aed air and water quality 


Tn a lemer the LW'VEA seni to the Scoping Session for the Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Report for the BART Warm Springs Extension in April 2002, we sated our belief thar “in order 
to build the moat effective regional transportation sysiem, alternative transportation invesiments 
need to be evaluated. Alternatives to the BART Extension would be expected to inchude 
standard rad, commuter rail, light ral; and eopress bus service,” 


Analysis of altematives is essential for identification of transportation that provides cost- 

effecive, environmentally superior transit options. The considerations of cost and of 

environmental impacts and benefits are more obviously related naw than at the time ofthe 1992) 16-3 
EIR. Projects that are not affordable either to budld of to operate frustrate improvements bok i 

this tramst cormidor and other paris of the system that need finding. 


The Drafl SEIR. notes that standard rail (Capital Comider), loght rail transit, commuter rail and 
expanded bus serace on local sireets were consdered, bul rejected as infeasible abematives to 

the Proposed Project BART Extension. Only Bus Rape! Transt (BRT) was selected as an 
aliernative to be analyzed in the 2003 SEMR. The analysis found thai BRT would reduce some 
emironmental impacts, but would have lower ndenkip and therefore “would not be aa 
successful as the Proposed Progect (ART) in promoting transit-onented development, and in | 16-4 
supporting smart, efficient and desirable prowth patterns.” 

We question sch a conclusion when the land uses around the Warm Springs BART station haw 


not yet been determined, The station site is currently located in an Industrial Planning Area 
which is intended to “conserve industrial-designated land for future industrial development...” 


Se) St. Man's Rowd, Sulte 14, Lafayette, CA RES s826-282-7003 «FAX 625-282-2612 
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The land use for this area discusses extabhshing a Warm Springs BART Specafic Plan Study tor 

consideration of mare dense, compact mixed-use development to make optimal use of the access 
1 provided by a BART station. Conversion to residential uses is one possible option, according to 
I the City of Fremont's General Plan. 


Regional policies clearly call for transit oriented development af major mvestments such a3 
BART stations. Procesding with such an investment without such plans condtitules & MERMIVE | og 
public policy impact, thwarting regional and sate attempts at “Smart Growth." Th ig moor at ail 
char whai land use assumptions were used. In fact, it ig stated in the J” paragraph, pg 35-34, 
“there are mo specific proposals for transit-onented development at the Warm Springs Sisto 
site, Any analysis of potential environmental impacts would be highly speculative.” 


Mo final decision should be made on this Project until the following indommation is available 
«more specific land use designations in the sation area 


* study of a reasonable cost effective, “apples to apples,” altermative hike commuter trains on 
standard gauge rail with connectivity to other rail/bus systema af hubs. This would meet the 
basic obsective to clase the trang gap between Alameda County and San Jose and satiefy all | 13 
the Goals and Objectives stated om pages ES-12, 19. Comparing a bua system to a rail 
system is not an “apples to apples” comparison $0 it is 901 a reasonable alternative 


» assured funding for the conatrection for the Silicon Valley Rapid Trans Corredor, The 
analysis in this SETR has been based on this project as a part of that corndor, The viability of 
this project as & stand-alone project will need to be analyzed in a subsequent EIR. Warm WF 
Springs is not a regional destination that will attract a large number of new riders so its 
finanezal feasibility is douboful 


No scoping comments seem to have been inchaded in the report 0 we have attached ours. We 
appreciate your consideration of our comments as we all work togeiber for better regeonal 
tunportaiion planning and a better regional transportabon system 


Sincerely, 


Gra: Marhh One on 
Eva Alesis Bansner Irene Sampson Joyer Roy 
Prespdent Transportation Co-Chair Transportation Co-Chair 


500 St. Mary's Road, Sulte 14, Lafayette, CA M9 =P25-28-7000 «FAM G25-20-2812 
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Response to Comment Letter 16 


16-1: 


16-2: 


16-3: 


16-4: 


Sections 4.8 and 5.3 of the DEIS addresses land use issues, including those raised by the 
commenter in previous comments on the Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) 
prepared for the WSX project pursuant to the CEQA. 


An EIS prepared under NEPA must address environmental impacts. NEPA does not require 
cost-benefit analysis to be included in an EIS. Nevertheless, information on cost 
effectiveness is also presented in Section 7, “Financial Considerations” of the DEIS, and 
specifically Table 7-4, “Cost Effectiveness Calculation; Incremental Cost per Incremental 
Passenger 2025”, which appears on page 7-7. 


BART agrees that transportation improvements should be consistent with Smart Growth 
principles and promote transit-oriented development (TOD). As discussed on pages 4.8-22 
and 4.8-23 of the DEIS, the WSX Alternative is designed to promote and provide 
opportunities for TOD, as is consistent with BART’s Strategic Plan and System Expansion 
Policy. However, as noted in the DEIS, specific local land use planning decisions will be 
made by the City of Fremont. 


The comment summarizes statements in the remainder of the comment letter. Please refer to 
the responses to comment nos. 16-3 through 16-5. 


In response to this and other comments received during the SEIR scoping process in Spring 
2002, the Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) did consider the alternatives 
suggested by the commenter. Based on the analysis in the SEIR, these alternatives were 
eliminated from detailed study in the DEIS because they do not satisfactorily meet the 
project’s purpose and need, as discussed in pages 3-34 through 3-39 of the DEIS. 


The comment is correct that, as stated on page 4.8-12 of the DEIS, the land uses to be 
established as a result of the planning efforts for the Warm Springs Station area have not yet 
been determined. However, based on the ongoing efforts of Warm Springs Transit Village 
Plan and the City’s ongoing Specific Plan, it is expected that this planning process will result 
in a change from the present industrial zoning. Please refer to comment letter no. 24, which 
contains a proposal for a transit village to be developed directly east of the proposed Warm 
Springs Station site, and to the response to comment no. 21-7. 


The conclusion that a bus rapid transit (BRT) line would not be as effective as the WSX 
Alternative in promoting TOD is based on differences between the effectiveness of fixed-rail 
and bus transit investments in attracting TOD, not on any specific proposals for the Warm 
Springs Station area. There is substantial evidence, based on well documented transportation 
and land use research both on the national and local level, that shows that private developers 
will invest around fixed-rail stations because they know that the large investment in fixed-rail 
infrastructure will not be moved or relocated. This reduces the risk for investors and 
encourages investment. Sources for this rail-related investment-land use relationship include 
Michael Bernick and Robert Cervero,° the City of Seattle,’ the Journal of Public 


° Michael Bernick and Robert Cervero, Transit Villages in the 21“ Century, McGraw-Hill, 1997. 


’ City of Seattle, Transit-Oriented Development Case Studies — Twelve Analytical Rail Systems, Strategic Planning 
Office, August 1999. 
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16-5: 


16-6: 


16-7: 


Transportation,® and White and McDaniel.’ For this reason, BART stations in the Irvington 
and Warm Springs areas would represent a major, permanent public investment that would 
more effectively promote long-term real estate investments by private developers. 


As discussed on pages 4.8-22 through 4.8-29 of the DEIS, the WSX Alternative is designed 
to promote and provide opportunities for TOD consistent with regional policies and BART 
policies. However, as noted in the DEIS, specific local land use planning decisions will be 
made by the City of Fremont. Existing land uses were assumed in the analyses of ridership 
and associated environmental consequences for transportation, air quality and energy in the 
DEIS. As explained in the DEIS and noted by the commenter, there are as yet no specific 
proposals for TOD on which such analysis could be based. Accordingly, the DEIS analysis 
does not rely on TOD surrounding Warm Springs Station to achieve the environmental 
benefits of the WSX Alternative, although the promotion of opportunities for future TOD 
further adds to those benefits. For that reason, it is not necessary to defer finalizing the EIS 
based on those conclusions. Moreover, finalizing the EIS does not constitute a decision that 
the project will receive federal funding. That decision will be made subsequently by funding 
authorities, based on the environmental analysis in the EIS and on other considerations. 


Based on the analysis in the 2003 SEIR for the WSX project and summarized in the DEIS 
(pages 3-36 to 3-39), the comment is correct that a bus system proved not to be a reasonable 
alternative to a rail system for purposes of this project. Similarly, the commuter rail 
alternative suggested by the commenter has been evaluated and rejected as infeasible under 
the circumstances. (Please refer to page 3-35 of the DEIS and the summary of VTA’s Major 
Investment Study of November 2001). A commuter rail connection to BART on the standard 
gauge railroad tracks that exist in the project corridor (from the Union City BART station to 
Warm Springs) received the lowest ranking in the MIS due to low ridership, noise impacts 
and strong opposition by residents. In addition, the drawbacks described in the DEIS for an 
intermodal transfer from BART to a light rail alternative would also apply to the transfer 
from BART to a standard-gauge commuter rail alternative at the Union City BART station 
(see pages 3-35 to 3-36 of the DEIS). An extension of the Capitol Corridor system was also 
considered but dismissed because the Capitol Corridor service is designed to serve a different 
market with few stops, and its alignment along the Bay is not easily accessible for many 
patrons(see 3-34 to 3-35 of the DEIS). In addition, the Capitol Corridor is constrained by 
using the same tracks as the Union Pacific freight line, which makes for a more circuitous 
and longer trip. Much of the Capitol Corridor is also single-track line, which makes 
expansion more difficult or even prohibitive in environmentally sensitive areas, such as over 
wetlands. 


The conclusions discussed in the DEIS regarding the environmental benefits and impacts of 
the WSX Alternative do not rely on the construction of VTA’s SVRTC project. The two 
projects are independent (refer to pages 5-2 and 5-3), and the viability of the WSX 
Alternative as a stand-alone project is analyzed throughout DEIS Chapter 4, “Environmental 
Effects) and Chapter 7, “Financial Considerations”. The cumulative impacts of the WSX 
Alternative together with the SVRTC project, if both projects are constructed, were also 


* “Benefits of Proximity to Rail on Housing Markets: Experiences in Santa Clara County,” Journal of Public 
Transportation, Vol. 5, No. 1, pp. 1 — 18, 2002. 


” S. M. White and J. B. McDaniel. “The Zoning and Real Estate Implications of Transit-Oriented Development.” 
TCRP Legal Research Digest 12. Transportation Research Board of the National Academies. 1999. 
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analyzed in a separate section (see pages 5-6 through 5-41). NEPA requires the analysis of 
cumulative impacts of a project together with reasonably foreseeable future projects (such as 
the SVRTC), and it does not affect the analyses in the rest of the document. Accordingly, it 
is not necessary to defer finalizing the EIS until funding for the SVRT project is assured. 
Please also see the response to comment nos. 21-2 and 21-5. 
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MATH/SCIENCE NUCLEUS 
4074 Eggers Drive 
Fremont, California 94536 
510) 790-6264 fax (510) 790-6080 


msnirsnclous.org,; : 
; April 14, 2005 
. RE TVED 

Ms, Shari Adams a i 
BART Warn Springs Extension Project ; APO! 005 
PO Box 12688 MS LES-21 SPR 20 2005 , read 
Oakland, CA S4604-27688 TRANSIT SYS) ~ 

DEVELOPMEE DEVE... ANT 


Dear Ms. Acams, 


| have read the Warm Springs Extension Draft of April, 2004 and herve the following 
comments that | think need to be addressed. A litle background on our concems 
revolves around our work lin the area. The Math Schence Nucleus manages the Tule 
Ponds at Tyson Lagoon Wetland Center (referred to in your report as Tuke Pond Merth). 
We were also involved in the restoration of the Muskrat Creek restoration of Stivers 
Lagoon, Recently we obtained the Wes Gordon Fossil Collection, which we have 
displayed In our mueeum, which Is from the area around the proposed Irvington Station. 
| have thrae (3) arkas of Gonder: 


1. Irvington Station: Your report delineates the historic areas except il has not 
identified the former Bel Quarry site (6-18) where over 100,000 fossils were found 
{including sabercats, mammoths, dire wolves, camels, horses, elc). Any digging east of 
ihe Hayward Fault will encounter Pletstocene fossils. | am now in the process of 
finding out why this site (which is of more significance than the other sites mentioned) is 
not noted. Qur group as well.as University of Califomia, Museum of Paleontology 
should be consulied if there is construction at this site. Please consult our website for 
some information (htip:.!imenucteus.org'gordonindex.him) 


5.35; 6-34 Mitigation of Gallegos (Palmdale) Winery should be build into the design of 
ihe station, Since this site is more historical, & could be a neaeen for people to shop and 
visit, Sears like this would be more appropriate to use City of Fremont Redevelopment 
funds. Seems that to take away Redevelopment funds thal were earmarked for Invingtan 
would hurt the viability of the Irvington merchants. BART will not bring riders to bury in 
Invinglos... Hwould bring ders however for an attraction. This ste needs to be batier 
Planned to inconporate the cultural and paleontological resources. 


2 Tule Ponds South (4.9-2a) Storm retention area seems to be tar away to drain into 
Tyson Lagoon. The way It is set up is fo bring water inio Tyson, the open area has 
ached a6 a natural filler, Seems like the water should be broughi dinecily into Tyson 
Lagoon for ane of the tree Tule Ponds). This would help maintain the water levels iin 
the pond. P water is diverted into ansiher pond wilh no access to Tyson Lagosn that 
might affect our restoration plans, | would like to discuss this map to see if | am reading 


11 
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it comecty, because it could cause damage to our welland restoration progress. 
I would like to se@ at least a discussion In the report on its effect on Tyson 
Lagoon. 


3. Stivers Lagoon, Since the Second Ventilation Structure and the 
underground BART structure will be lmperneable what will be the long tanm 
affect on the hydric soil in (he area? Will thes cause danwge to he welland area 
overtime. My concen is the flow of Muskrat Creek, which was not mentioned 
in the report. Your may note of the flood contral channel north of Paseo Padre, 
bul you did nat mention (or could not find) a discussion of the effect of the 
perennial creek that flows through southem part of Stivers Lagoon. | personally 
have looked for the source of this water and have had problems identifying its 
source. On earlier maps | noticed thare were springs in the area, but could not 
locale any of them. The Flood control channel just marth dows feed into Muskrat 
(reek, but during the summer this channel is dry, while muskral has bere 
runineng for probably 100 years (if mol more}. 


cs) 
eon 


Also the area around the second ventilation structure is foraging area of many of 

the egrets and herons that roost on Duck Island. Thane was no mention on that ‘7-5 
bidlogkcal impact and how you could mitigate more foraging area for many of the 
birds in the area. 


Hf you would like to discuss this further, | could be available. | feel that 
addressing these comments in the EIR will adver problems. It will also aid the 
many people in Fremont who are dedicated to creating areas 60 our flora and 
fauna can flourish for future generations to enjoy. Addressing these issues will 
also hii our group continue to preeinwe Gur paleoniolagical resources, which 
have not been given that siabus that they desene. 


Sincerely, 


RECEIVED 
BART 


! APR 2 0 2005 


Joyoe Ft. Blueford, PhD. TRANSIT SYSTEM 
DEVELOPMENT 


Geologist 
Board Presitent 


ec: Loraine Lerman (U.S. Department of Transportation) 
Kathy Gote (City of Fremont, Environmental Services) 
Hank Ackerman (Alameda County Public Works) 
Annabell Holland (City of Framont, Parks and Recreation) 
Bob Wiechowski (Council, City of Fremont) 
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Response to Comment Letter 17 


17-1: 


Section 4.3, “Geology” of the DEIS has been revised to address potential paleontological 
resources within the project area. As described in Section 4.3 of the FEIS, and shown on 
Figure 4.3-4 “Location of Pleistocene Vertebrate Fossil Finds Relative to BART WSX 
Alignment,” the proposed WSX alignment passes through the vicinity of known fossil sites, 
including the Bell Quarry site. The amended Geology discussion is presented in Volume | 
of the FEIS and includes the following text and mitigation measures regarding Pleistocene 
units within the project vicinity that were determined to have the potential to contain 
paleontological resources: 


Pleistocene Units 


Various systems of formal and informal nomenclature have been used for the 
Pleistocene units of the Fremont area, and one of the challenges in evaluating 


paleontological sensitivity is to establish the relationship between the various 
systems. 


The name Irvington Gravels (Savage 1951) has been applied to a sequence of poorly 
consolidated, clast-supported conglomerates with minor fine-grained material 
(Holland and Allen 2000) that is locally exposed along the Hayward fault trend in 


Fremont. The Irvington Gravels are likely equivalent to Pleistocene portions of the 
alluvial aquifer sequence in the regionally important Niles Cone groundwater 


subbasin (see California Department of Water Resources 2004), implying that they or 
equivalent strata are extensive in the subsurface. The unit is believed to record 
deposition in a braided stream environment between about 1.5 and 0.15 million years 


ago (Albert 1999, Graymer and Lienkaemper 2002). 


The Irvington Gravels have yielded a diverse vertebrate fossil assemblage that 
includes mammoths, musk oxen, horses, camels, ground sloths, ground squirrels, 
deer, dire wolves, elk, and saber-toothed cats. Of 18 different mammals identified 
from the deposits, 50% are extinct (Savage 1951). Savage (1951) named the 
assemblage the Irvington fauna and suggested that it represented one of the best 
examples of early Pleistocene terrestrial life in the western United States. The 
Irvington Gravels are the type section for the Irvingtonian Stage of the widely applied 
North American Land Mammal Chronology (Savage 1951, Graymer 1995). 


Vertebrate fossils have been recovered from the Irvington Gravels at several sites 
near what is now the Irvington District in the City of Fremont (e.g., Savage 1951, 
Blueford and Belasky 2005). Figure 4.3-2 shows the vicinity of three sites that have 
yielded materials now housed at the University of California Museum of 
Paleontology in Berkeley. Additional fossil materials from the Irvington Gravels are 
on display at the Math/Science Nucleus in Fremont. 


The paleontological sensitivity of the Irvington Gravels is considered high, because 
of the diversity and richness of the fossils recovered from the unit to date. There is an 
additional degree of sensitivity associated with the unit (and its fossil contents) 
because of its role as the stratotype for the Irvingtonian Stage, and thus as a resource 
of concern to paleontologists nationwide, if not worldwide. The paleontological 


sensitivity of other units in the project area believed to be equivalent or partially 
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equivalent to the Irvington Gravels is also considered high; this includes all 
Pleistocene materials in the project area. The Latest Pleistocene alluvial fan deposits 
(Qpf) as mapped by Knudsen et al. 2000 are considered especially likely to contain 
significant paleontological resources in the project area. 


Latest Pleistocene to Holocene Units 


Latest Pleistocene to Holocene alluvial fan deposits (Qf) as mapped by Knudsen et al. 
consist of moderately to poorly sorted and bedded sand, gravel, silt, and clay 
deposited on gently inclined fan surfaces (Knudsen et al. 2000). This unit is 
considered likely to contain vertebrate fossils, because California’s Pleistocene 
alluvium commonly contains vertebrate materials. For instance, vertebrate fossils— 
including mammoth, bison, ground sloth, and the horse Eguus—have been recovered 
from Late Pleistocene alluvium near Las Positas College, approximately 4 miles 
northwest of the City of Livermore (Savage 1951, Barlock 1988). Because of its 
potential to contain vertebrate fossils, Knudsen et al.’s Of unit is considered to have 
high sensitivity for paleontological resources. 


Construction activities along portions of the proposed WSX alignment could affect potential 
paleontological resources in surface or subsurface soils. To reduce or eliminate these 
potential impacts, BART has included the following impact and mitigation measures in 
Section 4.3, “Geology” of the Final EIS: 


Impact G-5—Potential impacts on paleontological resources as a result of WSX 


construction activities. Project construction would entail a number of ground- 
disturbing activities with the potential to damage or destroy paleontological 


resources, including significant resources, that may be present on work sites. These 
include site preparation; various types of earthwork, including but not limited to 
subway excavation; and drilling for piers/pilings. 


WSX Alternative. All Pleistocene units in the project area are highly sensitive for 
paleontological resources, and there is a potential for significant impacts to these 
resources during construction of two segments along the alignment: 


= North of Stevenson Boulevard to the South Ventilation Structure: Logs of 
exploratory borings from geotechnical investigations performed for the proposed 
project suggest that older (Pleistocene) alluvium will be encountered during 


construction of the tunnel near Stevenson Boulevard. Specifically, the section of 
the proposed subway alignment that descends beneath the surface approximately 


250 feet (76 meters) north of Stevenson Boulevard, extending to the north 
ventilation structure located approximately 1,200 feet (366 meters) south of 
Stevenson Boulevard. 


m Paseo Padre Parkway south to Blacow Road, and southern terminus area. 
The portion of the alignment from approximately Paseo Padre Parkway south to 


approximately Blacow Road is located in areas mapped as Qpf ( Pleistocene 
alluvial fan deposits) and Of (Latest Pleistocene to Holocene alluvial fan 
deposits) by Knudsen et al. (2000) (see Figure 4.3-1). From Blacow Road to 
approximately the southern terminus, the WSX alignment would cross outcrops 
of Latest Pleistocene to Holocene alluvial fan deposits and Latest Holocene 
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alluvial fan deposits (Figure 4.3-1), including previously studied vertebrate- 


bearing Pleistocene strata (Savage 1951). The southern terminus is located in Of 
deposits (Knudsen et al. 2000). As discussed above, the Opf and Qf units are 


considered highly sensitive for paleontological resources. 


Mitigation Measure G-10—Identify Pleistocene units before 


construction. BART will work with the project engineering design and 
geotechnical contractors to ensure that sites or areas where construction could 


impact Pleistocene units are identified before construction begins. 


Mitigation Measure G-11— Provide paleontological monitoring for 
construction activities with potential to disturb Pleistocene units. Once 
construction begins, the paleontological monitor will be on site during all 
ground-disturbing activities in areas in which potential impacts to units of 
known or potential Pleistocene-age material in the surface or subsurface 
material could occur. BART will retain a qualified professional 
paleontologist!’ to provide monitoring services during ground-disturbing site 
preparation and construction activities including, but not necessarily limited 
to, vegetation clearing, excavation, and drilling. Where Pleistocene materials 
are exposed at the ground surface, the paleontological monitor will conduct 
preliminary survey and, if significant paleontological materials are found, 
surface salvage before site preparation and construction begin. The goal of 
salvage operations will be to ensure that any paleontological materials 
exposed at the surface are recovered and properly prepared and curated, or 
protected from damage using exclusion fencing or other appropriate means. 
Any exclusion fencing or other protective measures will be designed by the 
paleontological monitor in consultation with BART, to ensure that it 
adequately protects significant resources without unnecessarily impeding 
construction activities. Once construction begins, the paleontological monitor 
will be on site during all ground-disturbing activities in specified areas. 


Specific areas where paleontological monitoring will be required include, but 
are not limited to, the northern section of the WSX alignment from 
approximately 250 feet (76 meters) north of Stevenson Boulevard to the 
northern ventilation structure (CPS) approximately 1,200 feet (366 meters) 
south of Stevenson Boulevard for the subway section; and the southern 
section of the alignment from 300 feet south of Paseo Padre Parkway to 
Blacow Road for the at-grade portion of the alignment, and the area near the 
southern terminus. In addition, cutting recovery will be monitored at sites 
where piers, pilings, or other features require drilling into units of known or 
potential Pleistocene age. 


Mitigation Measure G-12—Stop work if vertebrate fossils are 


encountered during site preparation or construction. If vertebrate fossils 
are discovered during construction of the BART WSX alignment, including 


'° The qualified professional paleontologist would meet all standards as required by the Society of Vertebrate 
Paleontology (Society of Vertebrate Paleontology Conformable Impact Mitigation Guidelines Committee 1995). 
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but not limited to sites with potential Pleistocene disturbance identified in 
Mitigation Measure G-11 above, all ground-disturbing work on the site will 
stop immediately until a qualified professional paleontologist can assess the 
nature and importance of the find and recommend appropriate treatment. 
Treatment will be consistent with SVP guidelines (Society of Vertebrate 
Paleontology Conformable Impact Mitigation Guidelines Committee 1995), 
and may include preparation and recovery of fossil materials so that they can 
be housed in an appropriate museum or university collection. BART will 
ensure that information on the nature, location, and depth of all finds is 
readily available to the scientific community. BART will ensure that all 
professional construction staff receive briefings on recognition of fossil 
materials to ensure that the stop work directive is appropriately implemented 
on sites where monitoring is not required. 


No-Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, no new project-related 
elements would be introduced, and no potential impacts on paleontological resources 


in Pleistocene units would occur. 


Additional impact and mitigation measures were identified for the construction of the 
Irvington Station as shown below: 


Impact G-7—Potential impacts on paleontological resources during construction 
of the optional Irvington Station. The optional Irvington Station, if constructed, 
would also be situated in Pleistocene material, which is considered highly sensitive 


for paleontological resources, as discussed above. 


WSX Alternative. Potential impacts on paleontological resources would include 
those described above for the WSX Alignment. In addition, the station and platform 


would be constructed within Pleistocene material. 


The following mitigation measures would minimize these potential impacts: 


Mitigation Measure G-10—Identify Pleistocene units before construction. 


Mitigation Measure G-11— Provide paleontological monitoring for 
construction activities with the potential to disturb Pleistocene units. 


Mitigation Measure G-12—Stop work if vertebrate fossils are encountered 
during site preparation or construction. 


No-Build Alternative. Under the No-Build Alternative, no new project-related 


elements would be introduced, and no potential impacts to potential resources within 
Pleistocene units would occur. 


Please refer to Section 4.3, “Geology” of the FEIS for further information. The first paragraph 
of page 6-27 of the Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation has been amended to include Section 4.3 
“Geology” in the list of sections containing mitigation measures that reduce adverse effects 
on the park. 


17-2: As noted on page 4.12-24 of the DEIS, Mitigation Measure CR-5 (Preserve and interpret 
structural ruins of Gallegos Winery and associated features) requires the integration of the 
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17-3: 


17-4: 


17-5: 


Gallegos winery ruins into the proposed Irvington Station. BART would not disturb the 
structural remains of the winery. An appropriate barrier would be placed so that the winery 
remains are protected, but also visible to the public. BART would provide interpretive 
signage explaining the significance of the site. The objective would be to increase local and 
regional public awareness of the site. Any application of redevelopment funds would be at 
the discretion of the City of Fremont. 


The WSX Alternative would reconfigure the Tule Pond area south of Walnut Avenue. As 
reconfigured, the three smaller replacement ponds south of Walnut Avenue will be linked 
hydraulically with each other and with Tyson Lagoon (North Tule Pond) on the north side of 
Walnut Ave. They are intended to function in all respects just as the existing South Tule 
Pond does; therefore no damage to wetland restoration at Tyson Lagoon is anticipated. 


The clay soils around Stivers Lagoon have naturally low permeability, which helps maintain 
the wetland hydrology. The presence of impermeable underground structures is not 
anticipated to effect the permeability of the overlying soils, and hence, the construction of the 
vent structures is not anticipated to alter the wetland hydrology. 


Muskrat Creek is the portion of Mission Creek that flows through Stivers Lagoon. Mission 
Creek is discussed in Chapter 4.6 (Wetlands). Additional information on Mission Creek and 
the hydrology of Stivers Lagoon may be found in the 1993 Stivers Lagoon Marsh 
Restoration/ Enhancement Plan, prepared by ESA. Although the DEIS does not address 
Muskrat Creek specifically, any potential effects to the creek were addressed in the 
discussion of Mission Creek. 


If Option 2 (two ventilation structures) were implemented, the southern structure would be 
located in the riparian area adjacent to Mission Creek. This would contribute to the 
permanent loss of up to 0.2 acre of riparian habitat and the temporary disturbance of adjacent 
habitat, which contributes to the total 3.7 acres of affected habitat described in the DEIS. 
With the exception of 0.2 acre, the loss of wetland and riparian habitat will be temporary, as 
it would be restored or compensated provided as required by the Corps (see Mitigation 
Measure WL-5). The temporary loss of this habitat will not result in adverse effects to 

the egrets and herons, because the nearby golf course and marsh habitat around New Marsh 
and Lake Elizabeth provides abundant foraging habitat for these species. 
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Letter 18 
Page I cf! 
From: Joyce Blucford <bluefordd@msnucieus.org> ee 
To: bartwarmspringsextension@bart.gov Mackiy 
Date: Saturday, March 26, 2005 02:22PM pars = * 
Subject: Irvington fossil locality 


qi. 


Is the draft environment impact states on line... if so could you 


send 

me che URL. 

Il hava & Comment that was mgt on one of the draft Environmental 

Impacts 

that 1 did view. .... dis there reference to the Irvingtenia Mammal 

fossils that will be near the corner of Washington Blyvd and Osgood. 

ChE 

group has recently obtained a collection of the fogsils (which are 

Gainly at C Berkeley Museum of Paleontology)... and as we are 1h 


uncovering where they were found we realize that the Hayward Fault 
uncoveréd the strate along the old Winery teward Sabercat adn 
Washing ten 

Creek, 

Is there mention of that... Our group ia trying to save some of the 
integrety to go along with our musuem,.. and wonder if this was 

Teenie i ceed 

in the Tmpact . 


Thanks 
Joyoe B.. Blueford, Fh... 


Geologiat 
Math Science Kucleus. 


tip: neotes-cO1 dim bart powell web 16 $ inbox 4 9E66GM3D4RODRE2S6F DO... W2R005 
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Response to Comment Letter 18 


18.1: Please refer to comment response 17-1. 
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at _ etter 19 
=n, ee, as = os 
4 a ee A ee a he 


SAN FRANCISCO BAY CHAPTER+s SIERRA CLUB 


ALAMEOIA  ONITRLA Coe TAs MARIN © SM FELD yd COLLEGE AVENUE (MMLAND, CA Ge 
BO STC: (a) ee Fa OPFICE: (45) 653-6127 CONSERVATION: (415) 655.8027 


Apel 25,2005 

Lorraine Leer 

Offier of Pinnning and Program Developmen Reo, 
Federn! Trenst Administration, Region It 5 

201 Miswen Street, Suse 2210 A -] 


Vey 
San Francises, CA 94105 *e Ah. 


BART Varn Springs Extension 
Att Shari Adams, Group Manager 
PO. Boo 13688 MS LES-34 
Oakland, CA de04-2ea8 


Pec Draft Warn Springs Extension 21S 
Gear Ms, Leaman and Ma. Acta 


Submited herewith ane comments of the Sera Glub on the Oreft Emeroncental impact Statement (DES), BART 
Veen Springs Extension (WS). sa . 


Adi Bcvocabed for public inansporiation, a negret that web G&nnot gupporl the proeci as proposed. The principal 
Memeo ie that it Come too much and accomplishes too little. The money, almosl $700 milion, Gould yield far 
Pesier benefits if spent on other transportation projects. The project would do little, # aeything, to reduce 
automobile Wee of oiherwise improre ihe enviornment, 


Spectically, we find thal the ridership forecasts are untealistinally high and the proaoects for supposthen 

integration wih land une apeculative, af best. The project fails to satiety standards that the Federal Transit 1-1 
Administration (FTA) hae eetablished. Ve further submit thet the CEES falls to meet NEPA requirements for 

moaminason of mitered. Asiociated vaih that tallies @ ineulficienl aaiment to oliernatives in the Section 4(f) 


Ve Foe thal WELK not be funded. Wounge FTA and BART to obtain and toous funds on mpiniaineng the 
core BART system rather than purtuing extensions. There is ample opportunity bo improve secunty, efficiency, 
Toienity, and Customer cocwenience, and to indegrats BART beter into comerurdina, 


Foeaperctiully. 


BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 2-144 


Volume 2: Response to Public Comments J&S 04071.04 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 


Sierra Club Comments—WSX DEIS 
Summary 


The cost edfectivendas estimate in Chapter 7, $26.40 per naw rider lunjustifiebly optimistic. Anahysis 
rumbers indicates that the cost piv new rider could easily exceed $42 O00 ia — 


* The DENS estimate is based on exaggerated nership projections. 
a WS capital costs include no allowance for contingency and eacalation Experience strongly supperta 
inckusion of such allowances, t i ' 
S26 ha Deen allowod in the capital cost estimate for the optional inangion 


. Operations and maintenance cost in 2025 would be greater than pestulaied because venice 
been mace for the 25% increase in number of trains over those scheduled in 2010 (Chapter 3), _ 


In addition, no funding source is cited for the 1.67 mili 
| as Tar Properted 37.67 milion 2010 WSM operating defici. BART is 1645 


Ridership and Model Validity. 


The ertire “purpose and need” of WEX depends on attracting more BART : ecbons 
Paibengers. Ridership prey 
Girerated by « comexiier program that the DEIS acknowledges is flawed in some respects Tables 42-9 and 42- 
sspockly (roubling, Sance the same logic appiies to both, lot us foous an the year 2010, Table & 26. 


Of ie 11.600 projected weahday entries and Scitt, 1,100 are aetigned ip Viel)Bike acooss. As discussed beimw 


bicyclists, Serteenly well not bo many at Warm Springs. 100 is amore lonly number than 1, 100 for WalkiEice 14 


Transit transders for 6,500 of predicted eriries and accits, 5% of the highly 
a! total. The number ts Fi 
Ty, According lo the schedules presented in te DEIS, about 112 buses per weekday will sion at Warn 


The explanation is found in Table 3-2 of the Transpertation Technical Report 

inn Ta |, Append’: A, Supplemental 
Ervroreertal impact Report BART Warm Springs Extension, March 2000. Table 3-7 presents resus of 
waleanen wudy Sompared predkted resus (irom the ridership model) with measured resufts for varias 
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services. Predictions for the VTA express bud roules thal would serve Warm Springs: 
wane Cvernstinated by 54 
Those for AG Transit ines by over 8% (but AC Transit accounts for only few of the bones to carve vamos . 


Sprnga). 
1B 


Land use. 

Puch beet iat chereoied! to nari growth and transh-orlented deveiopmend (TOD), The 

government agencies have adopted policies favoring TOD. The evidonce is corwincing thai suppor for TOD 
Briony ihese agencies it just lip service. There bs currently no hing of TOD at Warm Springs and the prospects for 
Rio materialize in the foreseeable future are unpromésing. 


order Io be economically viable, tre retail part of the mix requires.a large concentration of E Buil 
cugiomers. Buildings 
tall than tour stories are necessary # sufficient customers are bo be located within walking distance, 


PASSO. ve. 
half of the passengers walk less than a quarter mila The second quarter mile ring may garerate the eae 19-8 


Waking Gatanae is an impartant consideration in station design. Urban tirana system like | T MURI 
under Market Stat, acknowledge the importance of watking distance by providng antares ard tee ane a 


thai i 

of avtomoblia parking into the central acter 
prpetlnal = afoa should BS minimized. The reader will recognize that this pattem is the 

Current land use at te Warm Springs station site i barren and inciussrial bean protees 

for ever 28 years but Chy of Fremort zoning atl cada for industrial uses. Despite this toring. BART. fe Gay of 
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Fremont, MTC, and the Alameda County CMA have all endorsed WE. One hae to wonder f they do 
understand what trinsit oriented development is or da not care whather of Noli lakes place 7 


The City of Fremont, presumabey under prodding trom BART, has NEO Uncerialoen o stuck i heave 
Zonang around the station Neher the outcome nor i significance Isa foregone conckision 


Hat of the lend within waking distances of the sietion (measured irom. ihe turnetiles) fies gest of the iracks. (Lanna 


Slatons wad will neoognined in planning circles There has been ampie tee for such development to take place 
The inspection was not encouraging. The highest building in sight, at six stories, is the hospital located then 
neriewee! quadrant The entire hospital parking lot is separated trom the BART parking lot by a fence but 
Ompioyees can swipe open a lock gate with their ID cards. For them, the hospsal is trans#-crianted. Patients 
CR Enc and employees of offices and clnics elsewhere in the quadrant havi to walk around to Mowry ar Civic 

ing etse is higher than four stores The thitet-story Fremont Office Center is five minutes memy, ecroae the 
BART and its own parking lots. A brand new, four-story (over a parking garage), mulli-unit reakdordial 


Wairea. To the east, ator walking five minuios, one can reach fhe noarest of extensive threg-story condominium 

Gewelopenents. There is no retail or commercial development visible trom: the afation side 

Except for bus stops meer he erinanoe, the station is Surrounded iby Ihe parking bot. ft oooupies all of tre vibe, 
pe ter stealer BART and the Gay of Fremont have had 38 years to produces deree, mined 
development accent fomen sadion. Sinog Faeer fasta , 

thal hey all cs = F ihe foo a, wat Aeon in Bere fo suppcee 


Alternatives Considered and Rejected: 3.5.4 interim Busway. 


An inten busway aemative was proposed during the EIS scoping. The logical intent was that it serve aa a 
vous jumper. Buses would use It to. avoid congested streets and higranays. Instead, BART hos selected a mow 
COmPpacetie! and expensive concept. The apparent intent was to make the allomative uncompetitive The DEIS 
Vext alleges that Ine concept was developed in Sonqurction with AC Transl and VTA. Weware able to locates no 
‘one at AC Transd whe had particgated VTA has no BRT experiance 


16 
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. Why would access and stations be required at intermediate points along the quiciway? particular 
establish a transfer canter af the aptonal Irvington site? BART would have te’eberede’s tha SRT petoa” 


«Why geeuene restrooms in the stations? nonnally prewvicded slope. Pestrooma in BART 
tates eve bee ced sh fr acy rane oe 70 ee a 

* a Wierm Springs, pul'the GAT sing where the future train wiation would be? The station 
calls for a saven bay bus transfer center. This would be suitable fer BRT and would bo realy. on te ate, 


* Peek Ae eeeenvertage that the busway would “require ef the same investments requiréd for tho 19-6 


Passengers. 
* Why aagume the same, 7. S-minute heacway as would conetrain future train service? Frequency could 
increased at minimal cost, making the secvice more aitractve and drawing mare ricen and fares, “e 


BRT iusway ndership projected in the DELS is only slightly less than that for WEX (page 3-38 11% 
end 12.596 legs in 205, These diterences are 4c aml unt Way coud prubably be oesoconns by maken ropes 


Offering travelers an atemative in the meantime and, perhaps, stimulating supportive dvaiopnent Vem 
Springs station Gaserve more allention than hag been offered in Sectinn 15.4, =e 


Seadened by inesutation Train noise minimized by proper maintenance. See Moles and Vibrations bade. The tT 


Serve Ghar papoded. The ted emplass that the City of Fremont dooms these disturbances to be acceptably. 


sic adjacent to the park at would subsiantively Improve becuse ont Tae mR wOUAS hve 
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—_— = Seema lub Commests—lcie GEE 


The BRT Busway is cawaierly dismissed (page 6-22) On ihe Eanes thea would fall to satiety Che purpose 

need of the WEX project. As wa note above, this argument i suspect. Wit miner improvements, oul! equal or bisa 
batter the transd ndership increases prowectad for WI comm 
Ve submit that the BIATibusway alternative must be m-ovaluated under aif). 


Measure B Funding. 


The statement on page 6.5, “Alameda County Measure 6 .. provided sales tao revenues ip fund a BART 

eetenmion to southem Alameda County." gives a wrong impression and should bo corrected. Not a penny of 13-8 
Measure B reveruns can be pend on construction unless and until full funding for the further extensian inte 

Santa Clann County ia saaured, 


Air Quality. 


One alomeend of the stated need and purpede of WE is riduction of air pollution Substantial air polhution will be 
penereied during constriction ae giscuseed in the DELS. What matters more is the long-larrt situation after WSOC 
erkers Srvice. The projected rogults are preasentod in Tables 4 14~4 and 414-5, Thay are unimpressive. The 
(Greabee! reduction in mobile source emissions was 0.0016, legs than teo tents of ane per cent, 

FGBAInS propections are overstated 28 we argue above, than these tiny reduchans are alec cwersinged, i is 
unclear from the tent if the emisaions of park and ride vehicles and of BART employee and service vehiclan are | 12 
included in the aralysia. Hf they ane not, thé prciected omissions gains become smaller yet, 

Given the nature of southem Alameda County, il is logical to suppose thet most passengers parking at Wigern 

Springs would live in span! developments where all their other trips are made by auttecbile. Rather than recuse 
eu Use and emissions, WEX may stimulate ini growth. Analysis of such growth is missing from the 


PWS improves air quality at all, we question whether or not the change would be detectable, 
Energy. 


The methodology (4.15.4. 1) nises too many questions to justify confidence in the remit, 


The energy consumption factors, in Gitu per vehicie mile ineveled (VMT), are based on a report imsued by Oak 
Fiidge National Laboratory in 2002. This source may be satisfactory for energy saat amccgetine wine (deemed iad 
why uae @ for BART? 

Springs end Fremont, including fo , (erg arcu thas 1 

in edition, VWEX would corume energy 


© Ventilating the tuned, iid 
* Operating the station and iiuminaling the parking its, 

* Operating the maintenance taciity, 

* Policing and maintaining the station site and other property (iracks, tunnel, ec.) 


Al essociaied numbers should be available within BART. There is no need to assume that an average of energy 


Troubling discrepancies axdst inthe BART WIT figures presente in Table 4.142. Relative to No-Bulld, emch isin 
under the Wx Shenae Would traved mn ackditional §.4 miles, the distance between Frenont ard Wear Seeing, 
Foor the yanmar 2070, he difference between Nio-Buld and Wax 1177 WMT. This tnanglyies (1,177 diveded by 5.4) 
indo 27.8 rnin trips, (The Gurent Fremeni schedules call for 256 tenn tripd,) The table a supposedly based on the 
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OversLMemerts this groat are disturbing. Correction or daxplanation hurrah batons nesuiep 
incomipasibée with data esewhers in the GEIS are certified aan: " a 
Finally, there is a question of how many audomobile WMT are inched and where Speciically, are the 
driven by BART empicyrens ing ta ‘Warm are | 0 pre sa 
. nh Sezings by Park ard nice passengers changed bo the tole 
Until hese questions are anewered, no. one can say definitively whether WEX would nave enargy or not 


Tht noted and vibration section fests on the aiiumption that BART vehicle wheels and rack PrBiribreed i 
a ated wich sg This assumption is not curently vali, as passengers, 
eeniployes, neighbors frequently co attest, Traine are for neeiee that when Bhar micegay 
PSUreTenis on whieh thee analysis is bee) wens mace se sai _ 1411 


Cost Effectiveness. 


million, $10.2 millkon +12 
* The change in Linked Annual Trans Trips is cwer-aetimaied. We i 
. ae | eee Pat i is over-eatimatod by the 


in order to avoid eeanggerating the ecror in the Takis 7- result we have nol changed tw cost pumbers, 
reduced the ridership number by the same trackon aa wa developed above tor over-all Warm Springs neesrer 
incremreial anmual ridership bacones TOS? 13 eniien or 1.50 millon, Cost effectivernses becomes 47.3641 5 ar 
$51.74 Correcting ie cost figures would Gring this figures substartialy over $42.00, well above the claimed 


Robert A. Piper, Pao 


Sloe Glu Bay Chapter 
Co-Chair, Transportation and Compact Growth Gommitten 
Agmil 25, 2008 
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Response to Comment Letter 19 


19-1; 


19-2: 


19-3: 


19-4; 


The comment summarizes statements in the remainder of the comment letter. Please see 
responses to comment nos. 19-3 to 19-12. 


The comment summarizes statements in the remainder of the comment letter. Please see 
responses to comment nos. 19-3 to 19-12. 


The comment is correct that the WSX Alternative will have a net operating deficit in 2010, 
when it will cost $1.67 million more to operate than it will generate in new BART fares. 
However, this situation will alter as ridership increases over time due to local and regional 
growth. By 2025, the WSX Alternative is projected to generate an operating surplus of $0.70 
million if the Irvington Station were not constructed, or $2.21 million with the Irvington 
Station. Even in 2010, the WSX Alternative will require a lower operating subsidy than the 
remainder of the BART system. As noted on p. 7-4 of the DEIS, farebox recovery for the 
WSX Alternative is estimated to exceed the systemwide percentage. Please also note that 
BART’s operating performance is better than that of most transit agencies, relying on farebox 
revenue for approximately 60% of system operating costs. In any case, BART is actively 
working to increase operating efficiency and it is speculative to assume that a substantial 
deficit will occur in 2010. 


The comments regarding ridership forecasts and modeling validity are not correct. 
Regarding access by bicyclists and pedestrians (see DEIS pages 4.2-9 and 4.2-10), 
approximately 10 percent of entries and exits in the walk/bicycle category is a reasonable 
assumption. The BART Station Profile Study (August 1999) indicated that 10 percent 
walk/bicycle access was achieved to the Fremont Station in 1998. At the Warm Springs 
Station site, there is an existing residential neighborhood on the east side of I-680, a 
relatively short bicycle ride from the station. The majority of the walk trips would be egress 
trips from the Warm Springs Station to employment destinations that are projected in the 
vicinity of the station. (These employment locations are not assumed based on the potential 
for future transit-oriented development, but rather are part of the growth forecast in ABAG 
projections.) Almost 60 percent of the ridership is toward the Warm Springs Station in the 
morning, that is it is primarily a destination station, not an origin station. The commenter’s 
proposal to reduce walk/bicycle trips from 1,100 to 100 is unsubstantiated. 


Similarly, the robust bus ridership projection reflects travelers going to the Warm Springs 
Station in the morning to access VTA buses to Santa Clara County job destinations. The 
commenter’s claim, that the model unrealistically assumes 30 passengers boarding and 
alighting from each bus throughout the day, is not correct. Table 4.2-9 in the DEIS, “2010 
Mode of Access/Egress to BART Stations,” does indicate 6,800 transit transfer trips at the 
Warm Springs Station. In 2010 under the No Build alternative, the number of transit transfer 
trips at the Fremont Station is 5,100 trips. The increase in transit transfer trips from the No 
Project to the WSX Alternative is 4,700 trips. Many of the transit transfer trips at the 
Fremont Station would be relocated to the Warm Springs Station under the build alternative. 
The increase in bus trips serving Santa Clara County results from the superior travel time to 
and from the Warm Springs Station compared to the Fremont Station. Given the predicted 
level of traffic congestion on the freeways between Alameda and Santa Clara County, this 
result is expected. 
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19-5: 


The commenter's assumption that bus transfer and ridership projections should be 
systematically reduced is also incorrect. In validating a travel demand model, greater 
variance between estimated and observed values is expected for a subset of the system than 
for the whole system. Table 3-2 of Appendix N of the SEIR, "Estimated versus Observed 
Daily Boardings by Transit Operator, 2000," indicates a difference of 1.1% for the entire 
BART system. A larger variance would be expected, for example, in comparing estimated 
and observed values for one or several BART stations, rather than the whole system. 
Similarly, the variance between estimated and observed values for the entire AC Transit 
system, with 209,000 daily boardings, was only 8%. The observation that VTA express bus 
predictions were overestimated by 54% in the validation exercise reflects the number of 
riders on the three bus routes in the VTA system, with 2,409 daily riders in the year 2000. It 
is reasonable that this subset of VTA service exhibited a greater variance for a relatively 
small number of boardings. Since these are technically reasonable modeling results, the 
commenter’s hand adjustments to the projections are methodologically inappropriate. 


The comment appears to assume that having specific transit-oriented development (TOD) 
policies and projects already in place is necessary in order to support the DEIS conclusions. 
That assumption is incorrect. As the DEIS explains (see pages 4.8-22 to 4.8-23, 4.8-28 to 
4.8-29, and 5-42 to 46), the WSX Alternative is anticipated to promote future TOD, but TOD 
is not part of the WSX Alternative itself. Ridership and associated environmental benefits 
attributed to the WSX Alternative in the DEIS were based on ABAG growth projections 
incorporated in the Alameda County Congestion Management Agency’s model, without 
assuming changes in land use policies or specific TOD projects near the station sites. 
Additional redevelopment and land use intensification that is anticipated by the City of 
Fremont, but is not yet included in the ACCMA model, were not included in the analysis. 
Therefore, projected ridership and resulting congestion relief, air quality and energy benefits 
described in the DEIS represent anticipated benefits of the WSX Alternative without 
additional transit-oriented development in the vicinity of the stations. Future TOD would be 
expected to substantially enhance ridership and associated environmental benefits beyond 
those discussed in the DEIS. 


The assumption of a 0.5-mile radius catchment area for purposes of TOD is standard, as the 
commenter notes. More specific analyses of walk distances may be appropriate when TOD 
projects are proposed. 


Regarding TOD on BART-owned property, a parking lot at Warm Springs Station does not 
present a permanent barrier to the potential for future TOD. Construction of surface parking 
represents a limited investment, which can easily be replaced with a parking structure to 
accommodate specific TOD projects. For example, at BART’s Fruitvale Station, land that 
was formerly used as a parking lot was converted to TOD uses with the construction of a 
parking structure. As characterized in a recent study by the Transportation and Land Use 
Coalition (TALC), “The Fruitvale Village is now nationally recognized as a leading Smart 
Growth initiative” (TALC, 2004, p. 13). The Fruitvale Transit Village was recognized as a 
“model for others to follow” in the Sierra Club publication entitled “Better Building: A Guide 
to America’s Best New Development Projects” (November 2005) and was also featured in 
the Sierra Club’s TOD Tour for the United Nations World Environment Day Program on 
June 2, 2005. 
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19-6: 


The commenter states that the Warm Springs Station should have more than one entrance to 
the station platform to increase TOD potential. Although BART has provided more than one 
paid entry point at some stations, such as downtown San Francisco, the Warm Springs 
Station is planned with one paid access point located at the pedestrian plaza on the east side 
of the station. One station entrance was planned to reduce cost and enhance security. As the 
commenter noted, the station design allows for a second entrance on the west side of the 
BART alignment, if that area becomes available for development. 


TOD projects on property that is not owned by BART would fall under the land use 
jurisdiction of the City of Fremont, and specific uses at specific parcels are speculative at this 
time. However, the City of Fremont is undertaking planning efforts that will address the 
issues raised by the commenter. In July 2004 the City adopted the Mixed-Use Development 
Ordinance, which encourages and promotes mixed-use developments in order to encourage 
efficient land use and facilitate development that supports public transport. With respect to 
the Warm Springs Station Area, the Fremont General Plan states that, “To make optimal use 
of the access provided by a future (Warm Springs) BART Station, the City is designating this 
area for consideration of alternative land uses. Conversion to residential use is one of the 
options under consideration.” As discussed on page 4.8-11 of the DEIS, the City of Fremont, 
with BART’s support, is proceeding with a Warm Springs BART Area Specific Plan, and 
one objective of the process is to determine more specific land use designations. In addition, 
the Specific Plan will identify development constraints, development opportunities, and 
provide land use criteria, development densities, and design guidelines for the coordinated 
development of the station area. The possibilities currently being considered for the Specific 
Plan include high-intensity residential use, office/commercial use, and mixed use. In January 
2005, the City approved the Irvington Concept Plan, which envisions the optional Irvington 
BART station as a neighborhood station and seeks to create an intensification of land uses - 
both mixed use and high-density residential - adjacent to the optional Irvington station. 


Regarding the Fremont Station area, the commenter note that a walking radius of 0.5 mile is 
generally assumed for rail stations. However, land uses visible from the Fremont Station or 
within a five-minute walk represent only a subset of potential sources of BART riders. Over 
the past two decades, many multiple-family residential units have been built in close 
proximity to the station. While many of these units are not high-rise developments, they are 
not the single-family homes characteristic of suburban development. The Benton is a TOD 
project constructed within approximately two blocks of the Fremont Station, providing retail 
space on ground level with residential space above it. Another residential project is 
identified for construction just south of the Benton. In addition, a number of multi-story 
office buildings have been constructed in proximity to the Fremont station. The City of 
Fremont has developed a Central Business District Concept Plan" (adopted November 6, 
2001) which proposes to make the Fremont station a downtown area. The Plan states that 
“Downtown Fremont is in the planning stages to become the premier pedestrian-scale, 
mixed-use, lifestyle center serving the East Bay. At the core of Downtown, Capitol Avenue 
is being designed to serve as a Main Street retail center and gathering spot.” 


The Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Alternative was analyzed in BART’s 2003 Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) and summarized in the DEIS (see pages 3-36 to 3-38). 
The commenter advocates a different “interim busway” alternative, which would be 
converted to BART service in the future when funding became available. This alternative is 
also discussed in the DEIS (see pages 3-39 to 3-40). Because the interim busway would 
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require substantial construction that would be demolished to accommodate BART 
construction at the end of the interim period, this alternative was rejected from further 
consideration. 


The comment that BART chose the most complicated and expensive bus alternative is 
incorrect. BART developed a bus alternative designed to take advantage of the opportunity 
to utilize the existing railroad right of way as an exclusive bus guideway in an effort to 
balance speed, service, and reduced cost. Developed in conjunction with AC Transit and 
VTA, the Bus Alternative was designed to provide high quality service similar to the 
proposed project. Nathan Landau and Tony Divito of AC Transit staff participated in 
developing the Bus Alternative. VTA may not have specific BRT experience, as the 
commenter suggests, but the agency has extensive bus experience, including bus lines serving 
the project corridor. 


The remainder of this comment refers to a “Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)/Busway” that combines 
features of the 2003 Bus Alternative with the interim busway. The features of the 2003 Bus 
Alternative, including distinctive transit centers, ticketing and parking facilities, and other 
features described in the DEIS, are typical in BRT projects. These features are intended to 
increase ridership by making BRT service more similar to rail rapid transit service. 
Elimination of such features and of intermediate stations would somewhat reduce the cost of 
the interim busway but would also make it less similar to BRT and would be expected to 
reduce ridership. The financial analysis of the Bus Alternative in the 2003 SEIR, 
incorporated by reference in the DEIS, included estimated capital costs (Table 5-7 of the 
SEIR). The total project cost of the Bus Alternative was estimated at $284 million (2001 
dollars). 


Several of the features of the BRT Alternative that the commenter finds unnecessary and 
overly expensive were included in order to take advantage of the opportunity to construct a 
bus guideway in the railroad right of way that would enhance the speed and comfort of the 
system and increase ridership. Regarding the commenter’s specific points: 


m= To reach the busway, buses must exit at Paseo Padre Parkway and cross over the Union 
Pacific Railroad tracks to enter the bus guideway. Since Paseo Padre will be grade 
separated to become an underpass at the UP railroad alignment, an at-grade interface 
between Paseo Padre Parkway and the busway is not possible. Therefore, construction of 
a flyover would be unavoidable. There are no less expensive alternatives, and it is not 
possible to calculate “additional” riders attributable to the flyover. 


m Patron amenities, including restrooms, improve the overall passenger experience, 
particularly for commute passengers. 


m Intermediate bus stops and intermediate stations, such as at Irvington, provide transfer 
points from other bus lines, which become feeder lines for the BRT. The Irvington 
transfer station also provides additional parking, increasing patron access. 


m Depending on the location of the bus bay transfer center, elements of the interim transfer 
facility potentially could be retained as part of a BART station. 


= As noted above, some investments made as part of an interim busway potentially could 
be reused as part of a BART extension. However, others could not and would need to be 
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removed. The most significant of these investments would be the flyover, which would 
have to be demolished and removed as part of the implementation of BART. In addition, 
the existing railroad right of way would need to be paved for bus use. This pavement 
would need to be removed for conversion to BART use, because BART rails require ties 
and ballast, which cannot be applied over pavement. Street crossings on aerial structures, 
such as at Walnut Avenue and South Grimmer Boulevard, would require larger, stronger 
structures for BART trains than for buses. This would increase the initial cost for the 
interim busway, if the structures were designed to eventually serve the BART system, 
reducing one of the chief advantages of the busway. 


m= In order to provide an alternative comparable to the WSX Alternative, the Bus 
Alternative was assumed not to extend further to the south. Doing so could provide a 
benefit to VTA express buses using the busway, but would not change the overall 
evaluation of an interim busway or the Bus Alternative. 


m Both AC Transit and VTA buses would use the busway, with both operating on 15- 
minute headways. The average headway for riders would be 7.5 minutes, which would 
be more frequent than BART service. 


There is no less expensive alternative if the interim bus service is to utilize the rail alignment 
and so avoid congested streets and highways, as the commenter suggests. Moreover, a 
temporary busway with fewer stops would be much less effective in encouraging potential 
TOD, another of this commenter’s concerns. While a permanent busway would require less 
investment than the WSX Alternative, the interim busway approach would ultimately require 
investment in both the busway and the WSX Alternative, with the most costly elements of the 
busway investment (in particular, the flyover) being lost when the WSX Alternative is 
constructed. This would be no less true if the interim busway was in service for a longer 
period before being replaced by the WSX Alternative. 


While a permanent busway would avoid construction impacts on Fremont Central Park, the 
interim busway approach would merely defer such impacts until the busway is replaced by 
the WSX Alternative. Moreover, for other reasons, both bus alternatives were rejected as 
infeasible and inadequate to meet the project purpose and need, as discussed in the DEIS (see 
pages 3-36 to 3-40). Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act requires analysis 
of alternatives to using park lands and planning to minimize harm, but does not compel the 
adoption of alternatives that are otherwise infeasible in order to avoid park impacts. (Please 
also see response to comment No. 19-6.) 


Please see the responses to comment nos. 21-5 and 21-19. 


The commenter states that the emission reductions associated with the BART alternatives as 
shown in Tables 4.14-4 and 4.14-5 are unimpressive. The commenter then states that the 
greatest reduction in mobile source emissions was 0.0016, less than two tenths of one 
percent. However, it is unclear what emission units the value 0.0016 refers to, since that 
number does not appear in either table. 


Nevertheless, the project would result in substantial reductions in air emissions, consisting of 
220 pounds per day (ppd) ROG, 195 ppd NOx, and 215 ppd PM10 for the 2010 WSX 
Alternative as compared to 2010 no build. Over the course of a year, the 2010 WSX 
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Alternative as compared to 2010 No Build Alternative would reduce emissions by 44 tons per 
year (tpy) ROG, 42 tpy NOx, and 39 tpy PM10. These are substantial pollutant reductions 
and they include regional travel, including park and ride and BART employee trips. These 
emission reductions are equivalent to those for similar types of transit projects as reported by 
the Federal Highway Administration 
(http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/cmaqpgs/cmaq_abs.htm). 


Estimated BART energy use for traction power (vehicle propulsion) and stations was 
provided in the 1992 Warm Springs Extension Final EIR (page 3.15-4) and the 
DEIR/Technical Appendix for the BART-SFO Extension (pages 3.12 to 3-13). According to 
those estimates, the electrical propulsion energy used to power BART vehicles is 
approximately 4.9 kwh/(17,000 Btu) per vehicle mile traveled. As shown in Table 4.15-1 of 
the DEIS, “ Energy Consumption Factors,” the assumption of 71,360 Btu per vehicle mile 
traveled was utilized, based on the Oak Ridge National Laboratory study of nationwide rail 
service (see page 4.15-4). Asa result, in the DEIS energy analysis, BART's energy 
consumption for traction power was overstated by approximately a factor of four. Therefore, 
the actual energy savings from the WSX Alternative using BART-specific energy use figures 
would be approximately four times the savings calculated in the DEIS. This additional 
benefit would more than compensate for any BART-specific differences in other components 
of energy consumption that the comment mentions (e.g., ventilator fans). 


The commenter also makes several mistakes in interpreting the energy use data presented in 
Section 4-15. For the year 2010, the difference between no-build and WSX is 1,177,000 
vehicle miles traveled, not 1,177. The commenter is apparently confusing daily and annual 
VMT and energy usage information. 


Estimates of annual train trips and VMT are based on the weekday and weekend headways as 
shown in the project description. Consequently, the total annual energy use estimates are 
based on the annual VMT information as described in the EIS. The commenter incorrectly 
states that the energy use estimates are overstated. 


The energy use estimates for automobiles are based on VMT as estimated by DKS Associates 
in their 2003 traffic analysis, which was includes as Appendix N to BART’s 2003 SEIR, and 
it includes BART employees as well as park and ride passengers. 


The commenter asserts that BART vehicle’s wheels and BART track are noisier now than in 
the past, due to lack of maintenance. This assertion is inaccurate; BART's wheel 
maintenance program has not changed since 1997-1998. Wheel maintenance levels have not 
decreased. Prior to 1997-1998, BART had only one wheel-truing lathe; BART now has three 
lathes, and its rail grinding production is higher now than in the past. Average rail grinding 
production for the years 1991 through 1998 was 208 pass miles per year. Rail grinding 
production for 2000-2004 was 491 pass miles per year. BART began tracking public noise 
complaints in 1996. Each public complaint received is tracked. For 1996 through 1999, 
BART received an average of 118 noise related complaints per year. From 2000 through 
2002, BART received an average of 72 complaints per year. From 2002 through 2004, BART 
received an average of 30 noise complaints per year. These noise complaints include train 
noise, track noise, and noise from maintenance work. Wayside maintenance is performed on 
a 24-hour basis. However, the vast majority of the work performed is a weekly inspection 
performed using a standard pickup truck modified to ride the trackway. Heavy maintenance 
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is infrequent, and BART prefers to perform this maintenance during daylight hours, and the 
new extension was designed to facilitate this type of operation. 


Capital costs for the WSX Alternative include allowances for contingency. The contingency 
costs are not presented as a separate line item, but are incorporated within each line item 
shown in Table 7-1, “Estimated Capital Costs for WSX Alternative,” which appears on page 
7-2 of the DEIS. The costs for Irvington station, which are shown on Table 7-2, “Estimated 
Capital Costs for Optional Irvington Station,” which appears on page 7-3 of the DIES, shows 
a contingency because it was a separate, simpler calculation performed at a later date than the 
original WSX Alternative construction estimate. Table 7-3, “Estimated O & M Costs and 
Fare Revenue in 2010 and 2025”, which appears on page 7-5, includes the increase in the 
number of trains over that period. In order to present the O&M costs in constant dollars over 
the 15-year period, O&M costs were presented as an annualized average; therefore, they 
appear the same in 2010 and 2025. 


The commenter’s assertions that changes in linked annual transit trips and cost effectiveness 
are exaggerated are based on the incorrect hand adjustments that commenter proposes in the 
ridership analysis; please see the response to comment no. 19-4. These adjustments are not 
justified by standard modeling methodology. 
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5 ERRA Letter 20 


POUNDED 1693 


San Francisco Bay Chapter 


Serving ihe counies of Alameck, Com#ra Cota, Marin ar! Sam Francis RECEIVED 
MAY 0.9 2005 
May 7 2005 TRANSIT <: 
Office of Planning and Program Davalcgmnent 
Federal Trane! Administration, ut 
201 Mission Saree, Suite F710 
San Frencuce, CA RTOS 
BART Warm Springs Extension 
Atirc Shari Adams, Group Manager 
PLO” Bost 12088 MS LKS-21 
Crain, CA, Dobe 


Re: Oral Warm Sorings Extenaion EFS 
(hear Me. Lerman amd Ma. Adama: 


We wrile to cormect an error mice in the comenerts of tha Silene Club.on the Qreft Errironmental 
Statement (DEIS), BART Warm Springs Exienaion (WWGX), that were submitted on Agri 25. 3005, 


We did not correct the revenue figured in Figure Tio reflect tho Keven aniicpaied ridership. As comacted, 

Aa 1 
anrual WSX operating deficit beenomes $3.65 million in 2010. In SORE, & wend ae bebween #1. milion end $3.9 
milion, depending on how much operating costs.clmo with the 25% increase in number of taine operated 


Hi Gur comments we pointed out hat he DEIS assures unrealistically large numbers of passengers traveling 
sod rom the War Springs station on fot ard by beycle and bus. The numbers suggesied fat actual WEX saa 
Fikaris wont projected in the DELS. Vile 

ke aEumed fat he humber of new riders was 


We urge BART molto repeat the eapeiense of its Miliwee sardice, Long Before ital ling opened, critics had 
assailed the BART ridership predictions as unjustifiably optimistic, When ‘eh ctl 
: 2h — asi rigerahip bell shy of axpectalions, so ch 


Wie gubrit that FTA should ensure thet BART wll have sufficient 3 
ewes funds io cperaie WEX before committing federal 


Respectfully, 


p Pai 


Fiabert Fi. Piper, PhD. 


2300 San Pablo Ave, Suite |, Berkeley, CA M7O2 Tel GO} RG00 E-rail mm fancy chattertinernciut ce ab 
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Response to Comment Letter 20 
Sierra Club, 2" letter 


20-1: The commenter’s assertion, that the net operating shortfall for the WSX Alternative in 2010 
is underestimated, is based on the incorrect hand adjustments that commenter proposes in the 
ridership analysis; please see response to comment 19-4. The commenter’s proposed 
adjustments are not justified using standard modeling methodology. 
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Letter 21 


TRANSPORTATION SOLUTIONS DEFENSE AND EDUCATION FUND 
16 Monte Cimas Avenue Mil Valley CA 94941 415-350-8600 385-0776 fax 


April 25, 2005 
By E-mail & U.S. mail 


Lorraine Lennar 

Office of Planning and Program Dirariopenend 
Federal Transd Administration, Region Lx 
201 Mission Street, Suite 272710 

San Francisoo, CA S440 


BART Warm Springs Extension 
Aline Shani Adama, Group Manager 
P.O. Box 12688 MS LES-21 
Oakland, CA 4604-3608 


Fe: Dralt Warn Springs Extension Els 
Gear IMs. Lenman and Ms, Adams: 


The Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund, TRANSOEF, has been 
active in the Bay Aned for the last ten years, advocating goed regional planning and 
coal-effective transit, We appreciate this opportunity to offer our comments. We are 
disappoinied thal, despite its doorstop-like weeght the DES did nothing to msolve the 
areas of known controversy cited on page ES-10 that were raised by TRANSDEF's 
Pointed comments on tha DSEIR, We believe FTA would have done well to insist on 
mort than a wemmed-over DSEIR. Because our experience is thal BART is. urnwillinep! 
unable io respond honestly to commas, wie hope thal FTA will assert its primacy as 
lead agency and now insist on a mapor rewrile of the environmental document. ae 
Wilh al the transit projects in the United States clamoring for funding, TRANSDEF is 

convinced that the Warm Springs Extension mu! be amongel those most unworthy of 

federal funding. Thes is an enormously expensive project designed to {ransport only a 

few thousand rors, wihoul commensurate social or environmental benefits, The 

deceptively written DEIS claims “To the extent thal the WSX Alternative encourages 

transl orenied development, a beneficial effect would resull_.” (pages ES-8 & -9) 

This is. no] the finding of a benefit—only a possible benefit—one that ia all (he mare 
dubious nove that the City of Fremont has approved a Wal-Manl near the proposed 

propecl. The Wann Springs project seeks to continue BART's legacy of giant sprawt- 

inducing parking lots connected by a rail technology with an inappropriately high 

capacity for lhe non-existent development il proposes io sere, 
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TRANSOEF April 25, 2005 Page 2 


TRANSDEF is concerned that this extremely expansive project is moving along wilh 
moro than hwo decades’ momentum behind il, even while lacking the moat basic reality 
heck for cogt-effectvensas of project appropriateness. The DEIS assumes thal WSX 
will go forward. itis merely rote paperwork. AU ine point does common sense invirude 
inte the CHEDS in the form of the question "Whal would be the best use of the teacpayers® 
Praarey agers, 


DEIS Meoatly Segments WSX from SVRTC 

Case in poink Altempting to argue that WSX is not “connected to" the Silicon Valley 
Rapid Transit Corridor project (SVRTC)*, page 5-3 asserts thal “The WSX Alternative 
has independent utility and would efectivealy achiove its pumpose and need as a stand- 
alone project” Please justify this assertion by demonstrating that the benefits daimed 
for the project bear a reasonable relationship to the costs of the project, using the 
following: 


Page 4.2-29 has a table indicating 7200 new trips'day will be carded by this project in 
2025, Please mame other $700 million propects carrying passenger ads on thes ecahe. 
Please identify those that were given FFGAs by FTA, Only by presenting a substantial 
list of such projects can the BART WSX project be taken seriously as a stand-alone 
proved. Without such documentahon, it canna be justified as an independently 
Operate segment, dnd therohors would need to be ra-shudied, connected to the 
SVRTC. While responding to these questions, please clarify how many of the projected 
passengers are shifting to BART from another transit mode 


Page 5-2 also asserts that “the ridership and access analyses presented in Section 4.2, 
Transportation, justity the location of the other tenninus at Warm Springs.” Please 
explain how @ wecant! Parone without an adopted plan for intensive dowelopment can be 
considered 2 logical terminus for a project costing $700 million. There is no pool of 
transit ndars on site, ready to use the servicg. Provide a list of examples of projects 
eOSbing similar amounts thal berminate in simnilarty vacant and unplanned parcels, 
Explain whet it ls abot the conclusions of the ridership and access analyses that 
justifies the selection of the location al Warm Springs as a begical terminus. Prove that 
these analyses are anything more than post hor rationalizations of an obsolete Lerminal 
Bé6heclion and propect concept. Demonstrate thal the direction for this propect given by 
the Legidlature in 1985 is still measonable today. 


When SVRTC was proposed, changed project clroumstances should have irggered the 
Production of a jonk environment document, because the WSX could mo longer be 
justified as having independent utility. The ANematives Eliminated from Consideration 
on pages 3-35 tough 3-40 were all eliminated beacause of impacts they would have on 
SVRTC, of to be compatible with SVRTC decisions made by VTA. These key project 


‘see 40 C.F.R. Section 1508.25(a) and Exhibl 2. Lettor from FTA to VTA, 
indicating that EPA has found the two projects connected. 
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TRANSDEF April 25, 2005 Page 3 


detonnining decisions were based solely on the project's connection to SVRTC, The 

key Statistic justifying the project on page 2-2 has nothing io do with bansperting 
Passengers from Wann Springs, and everything jo. do with SVRTC: “By 2025, the Had 
number of weekday automobile trips between the East Bay and Santa Clara County is cont 
expected to exceed 500,000 vehicle trips.” TRANSDEF asserts that the WSX progect 

cannot now be justified as having independent utility or logical termini, making the DEIS 

Quilty of segmentation. 


Also problematic is the conditional language in Alameda County's Moasure B (See 
Exhibit 1-Measure 8 and Warm Springs.pdf } thal prohibits thal sales tax money from 
funding construction for the WSX unless a rail connection to Santa Clara County is fully 
funded. Obviously, this funding criterion connects the ‘hwo’ projects. 


ot} 


reine monsiate the Points: fA 
The E'S contains projections of future transit travel times. that indicate that investing 
$700 milion in WSX produces no significant travel time savings. Amazingly, the EIS: 
Preparers did nol notice this, of did not find it worlhy of note, On the basis of thes finding 
alone, they should have recommended that the propect be killed, 


2025 travel times (when compared to No Project on page 47.32) show: 


no Gime sawinngs wha bode for thr following trip pairs: 
Milpitas = Downiown SF: 
Fremont = Pacific Comanvons; 

Union Cety - San Jose Deridon Cathrain. 


Travel times are somehow worse (11) for these pure: 76 
Union City- San Jose Dewntown 
Hayward - Lockheed. 


The only benefits arise for these pairs: 

Milpitas - Paciic Commons [3= drive alone timer] 

Invington = MUMMI: [2e drive alone tne] 

Irvington - San Jose Downtown [nearly 2x drive alone ame] 
Firemen! - Lockheed [possibly lime competitive] 


However, of these last 4 bonefitted pairs, BART travel is not especially competitive with 
dnve alone travel times for 3 of the pairs. The Milpitas trip is just too long by transit, 
compared to driving. NUMMI"'s giant free parking lot is likely bo attract employees to 
drive alone. The San Jose Downtown trip only takes 10 minutes off an extremely long 
G2 minute trip, begging the question as to whether the huge iwestment is worth it, Only 
the Lockheed inp seems likely to attract new riders, ewen though transit ig still 15 
minules banger than aac. 
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Please provide the calculations and explanatory text that demonstrate how these travel 

Gime tables justify the expenditure of $700 million, With these meager time savings, it is 

char ihat WSX has felled miserably to speed up these trips. It would be more intelligent 

to figure out how to speed up just the Fremont-Lockheed trip and spend less money. 71-6 
The abeencr of significant time savings is further proof thal the proposed project ia not = 
justifiable as a stand-alone project, and is, in fact, the unacknowledged first phase of a 

larger project, 


Psat encilie Exwerl Cormattv nesta Wil inte cicadleivgasleeia akin 

BART exiension TRANSOEF is unable to identify any. Please provide examples of 

other TOD propecis thal are recognized for their Smart Growth characteristics that have 

surface parking lots for 2000 cars, Please indicate on a station area vicinity mag where z-7 
the City of Fremonl approved a Wal-Mart. Pigase ovaluate whether the City's insensi- 

tivity to Smart Growth and Transit Oriented Development demonstrated by that decision 

rbans that Transit Oriented Dewslopment is likely to be built at Warm Springs. 


A 2000 car parking kel is the antithesis of pedestrian tiendly mixed use Smart Growth. 

A careful reading of the DEIS discloses thal the Smart Growth benefits of WSX are only 
possibilities. The DEIS does nol say lhe project wil provide definite Smart Growth 

benelita. A typical dacanmpile: “To the exient that the WSX Allernative encourages transit 

onienied development, a beneficial effect would result, maximizing opportunities to 

foster “sman growth" in the vicinity of the proposed future station sites.” (pages ESB & 

8) Thus, the DEIS clearly indicates thal the WSX project wil provide no Smart Growth 

benefits, unless perchance events occur that are mol under the control of the project 

sponser, Withoul the mitigation measures proposed by TRANSDEF for the (SEIRZ. the 

FEIS must acknowledge that WSX offers no Smad Growih beamefits, 71-8 


Nothing in the ES protects the station sites from auto-dependent uses, unless a 
mitigation is adopted thal withholds project construction funding untill city zoning is 
adopted that prohibits aulo-dependent uses in sation areas. Unless mitigated, the 
potential for the dovelooreent of aulo-dependenl wees could cause the bogs of the 
opportunity for Smart Growth at the station sites. Thus, the absence of adopted Smart 
Growth planning for the station sites price to the construction of the project coukd lead 10 

the inducement of further regional sprawl growth. Sprawl growth dispersed throughout 
the region, as compared to Smart Growth in TODs on these sites, will have significant 
curative inpakchs on tig generation, WMT, traffic conmpestion, air amissions and 
ConeUmyion of open Lands. 


‘Require Fremont to adopt zoning and General Plan amendments for the station 


areas, with speciied minimum densities, before funds for the construction of the project 
aie nehegged. 
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: fice Discussion is Inacequate 
The methodology for Analysis of Environmental Consequences starting on page 4.184 
is incomplete, looking only af the adversr impacts on lew-inesme communities and 
communities of color, The recitals of the federal policy documents were incorrect and 
incomplete, failing to cite te need to verify thal minority populations are reopiving the 

Same benefits as other groups. For oxample, the Department of Transportation Apel 

15, 1897 Order to Address Environmental Justion in Minorily Populations and Low 

Income Populations states that no 


Uindior Titte ‘Vl, each Federal agency is required to ensure 
thal no person, on the ground of nace, color, or national 
ofigm, & cluded from participation in, denbed the benefits 
of, of subjected to discrimination under any proyram or 
achivily Moding Federal financial assistance, 

(Emphasis added) 


Verifying the equity of benefits is absent from the Environmental Justios section of the 
DENS, It fails to consider the possibilty of disproportionate benefits being received by 
majorty populations, to the detriment of the health and well-being of low-income 
Communities and communities of color An example of this: anecently filed civil ights 
lveeuil alain that BART patrons receive a larger per-capita share of public funds im ihe 
form of transit subsidies than do patrons of AC Transit, (See Exhibit 3, civil rights 
complaint.) As pant of the lawsull, plaintiffs assert thal a substantially higher percentage 
OFAC Trangit's passengers are people of color, as compared to BART s passengers. 
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A strong inference can be drawn from the respective subsidy figures in the National 

Transit Database that AC Transits passengers aro short-changed by the construction of 

BART exiensions, bicause these projects be up such a large percentage of the region's 

ranait expansion funds. In the Altematives section, belnw, it will bo seen that pecpla of 

color receive much more in the way of per capita benefits uncer an Altemative where 

the WS is not bull, and funds ard used insiead on cosl-effective Rapid Bus service 
throughout the region. Such benefits comer in the form of mone frequent service, lass Hii 
Showded service. longer santos hours, dieaner buses, better armeniiies such as bus 

Slops. and mone frequen replacement of old buses. 


The DES is incomplete in its analysis.of environmental justios. The nevdew of 
allematines nods to aspectally look al whal could be done to provide beter ransil 
Befvice in Alameda County using the surplus funds that ane freed up by not buiiding 
WX, of by building a much less expensive bus altematng project. The DEIS needs to 
be redone, and re-circulated with the new infoenatian, 
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TRANSDEF is certain that imphementation of the WSX project will lead to environmental 
inpestioe, in thal people of color are being disproportionately denied the benefits of a 
large pot of federal and other transportation funding that is planned to go into WSX_ 
The lives of these non-BART riding people of color could be substantially improved if 
the funds for WS were shifted inelead to an inexpensive allemative, and to improving 
urban buns sanrvice. 


on the basis of claimed superior superior ridership by the WSX Allemative, of because of 
aconipatibdety with SVRTC, This is peoblematic, for multiple reasona: First, FTA 
expressed “concerns régardang (1) the travel demand model and lechnical 
analysis used during the Altiematves Analysis” (see Exhibet 2—Letter from FTA to VTA) 
for VTA's SVRTC environmental document, Because the idership in this DEIS is 
denved from VTA's model, and because VA's projections were used in tha cumulative 
impact analysis, the projections must be considersd suspect for this DEIS as well, Why 
should ine ciderahi> projections In Ine DEE be considered retable, while the SVRTC 
Proptions raise “oonoams ? 


Pa FJ 


Second, the Bus Alternative is projected to have almosl the same level of ridership as 
WS, with the differences likely to be within the mangin of error for the travel demand 
model, Because the costs of bus are certain to be dranmadically ewer thal BART, this 
allomative needed to be fully studied, Because the onire DEIS resis on the assertion 
thal WEX has independent utllity, oomparing VAS Enhanced Bus Alternative's 
ndershep io SVRTC + WSX projectons must mot be allowed to be primary in selecting 
the preferred alternative, because the Bus Allermative meets the project purpose and 
need, and al a much Kew cost, io boot, Fora stand-alone WEX GEIS te be valid, the 
Bus Allemalive may not be discarded because of SVRTC. Elther there truly are two 
projects here, each independent and sanding alone, or there is only one project, whore 
SYRTC considerations are primary. BART cannot have it both ways. 
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Third, the Commuter Rail Allemative should hawe been studied, using a conventional 
gauge commuter ral project. Eliminating such an aliemative by cynically claiming that 
BART is commuter rail impenmissibly narrows the alternatrans under consideration by 
éliminating a neasonaile aliemative, especially when the unil cos! of BART is so much 
higher. Digcarding this alternative because of incompalbiity with the SVRTC project is 
further proof that WS is functionally only a segment of SVRTC, withoul independent 
willy. 


Fourth, and moal important, ihe DEES should have compared the cost-ellectweness of a 
series of afiemalives. It failed todo this. A series of allenatives with abagedly kewer 
ridership was impennmssibly discarded, prior io any comparison of cost-electivanass. 
Page 3-36 claimed that double transfers would reduce LRT ridership levels below those 
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discarded from detailed study in this ElS, either 
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of WSX. This conclusion was an inadequate analysis because i failed to consider the 
dramatically lower oost of light rail, Decksionmakers must be pretentied with the per 
Passenger costs of a Sones of alternatives, 


Similarly, this statement! on page 3-34 wos unsubslantisted: “in addition, they 

[chauffewr-driven firousanes from Wann Springs fo Fremont] would not provide 

Tine ponabon services thal would make eticien! and effective use of financial 

resources.” Without cos! calculations, the only reliable conclusion that can be drawn is 

that chauffeur-driven limousines would not convey the public appearance of making] 

eficient and effective use of financeal resources.” Ploase note that, at mo poind in Su 15 
DEIS ig there a demonstration that the WS Albermnaltive makes ‘efficient and effective cont 
use Of financial resources.” The DEIS cannot assume that BART is such a responsible 

public agency that it would always ‘make effhaent and efectve use of financial 

reeouroes.” Tod much history proves the contrary. 


The appropriate place to demonstrate the cost-effectiveness of WSX would be ina 
comparison of altematives, inchiding at least taxi, limousine, LAT, commuter rail, and 
BRT. TRANSOEF strongly suspects that each of these allemalives makes mont 
officio and affective use of financial resources than the WSX Altemative. Te justify the 
WSS project, the par-passenger costs need to be analyzed. 


Finally, fifth, the Bars Altemative was alleged di-carded because “it would not have 

been as successiul as tho WSX Anenative in promoting transit-oiented development or 

in supporting smart, efficent, and desirable growth patterns.” (page 3-39) What 

evidence & there lo demonstrate that a BART extension has ever been “successful _. in 
promoting transit-orlented development or in supporting smart, efficient, and desirable ati 
Growth pattems? In the absence of auch evidenoe, the Bus Adiernative mearst be 

conaidered to br equally effective "in supporting smart, efficient, and desirable growth 

pate.” The Bus Atennalive must be fully anahzed, 


To remedy the defective Alternatives Analysis, the DELS must be m-wiitien and 
recirculated for a nw round of comment. in issuing a Reweed DES, bao naw 
adermativwes should be studied in the Gumulalive Impacts analysis. The first should be 
the Allamont alignment for the California High Speed Rail progect, using the design 
specifics identified as the Preferred Alternative by the High Speed Rad Commission, 
The second should be the Alamont alignment of High Spoed Rad contained in the 
TRANSDEF Smart Growth Aflemalive, which was studied by MTC in the 2005 RTP EIR. aT 
The Alternative contained an implementation of the Caltomia High Speed Rail system 
via the Amon! Pass, conmecing Frenvont directly via ral io San Jose, San Francia, 
Livernond and ihe Cantral Valley. The purpose of ovaluating these altematives is to 
galher an uniiertanding of comparslive costs and the nght-ol-way conflict between thai 
allamatne and the WES Alicrnathes in the proposed WS conikder, For route informa- 
hon, aie: Exhibit 4, TRANSDEF Smart Growth Alt. HSR, and Exhibil 5, TRANSDEF 
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HSR detail. Please note that the TRANSOEF Alemative out-performed the adopted 0T 
RTP at a much bower coal. cont 


The ROEIS should also hook to see if any furher allermatives arise from the Regional 
Rial ghady now being conducted by MTC. lasues to evaluate would be coemparalhes +148 
operations and capital costs, compatibility with WSX, and land use impacts 


Gheen be State's fi Gnencial problems, lis highly undively that he State Transportation 
Congestion Relief Program will be providing $111 million. The funding from SamTrans 
is in doubt aswell, The poor pafonmance of BART's SPO extension means that na 
saplue is being generated from which SamTrans is expected to pay $145 million. The 
termes of Measure 6 state that no construction funds will be released until the project is: 
fully funded Into Santa Clara County (see Exhibit 1, Measure B and Warm Springs.) 
Full funding for the San Jose Extension is dubious as well, with acknowledgment by 
VTA that al beast one other eabes tax ie meeced bo be able to build and operate BART, 
with no assurance that the rest of tha Measure A ket of projects can be built, 
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These comments inclide by reference all other comments submitted by the public and 
by pubke agencies. We appreciate this opporiunity to aasast FTA in accessing a range 
of Meas and perspecives about this project 


GC: Leslie Rogers, FTA 


Ailiechinienits: 

Exhibe 1, Measure B and Warm Springs 
Exhibit 2, Letter from FTA to VTA 

Exhibit 3, Civil rights complaint 

Exhibit 4, TRANSOEF Sma Growdh Alt, HSA 
Exhite 5, TRANSDEF HSR detail 
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BART Extension to Warm Springs 
Fremont 


acquisition ane proceeding, BART hat mquesied additional ACTA 
funding to purchase the UPPER right-of-way and up ts mie petfeisibh 
paral dod a new Project Bpactic Funding AQrEDIue! ware 


of the EIR it expected in December 2004, but the Fiocord of 
Geciion (ROD) for the ELS vill nol be issued untill adler thes FOOD for 
ihe Warm Springs Extension (WS%() it issued, Cesign coninacts 
Aft underway for the BART to San Jove Project, 


Ames County Tranapotations imprest Autherity 


July» September 004 Quarterly Aeport 
RECE!vcg 


APR TS od 


Pike Sponsor: 
Franciscs Bay Aros Raped Transit 
District! (BART) 


Project Coordinator: 

SILT A123 

Detailed Project Description: 

The BART Extension to Warm Springs is a 
Snail eodiension of thes existing Fremont 
fires with an optional station ad Invingtan, 


Cost Estimates (02/03): 
Progect Cieviopmerit $25,290,000 
Righisn-Wary $46,000,000 
Utilities $15,000,000 
Construction 474.500,000 
Vehicle Acquisition — $90,410,000 _ 
$695,500 ,000 


Hike tor Tsien are wacked ety & 


Exponditure Plan (2000) 
$165,500,000 
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_ FTAt VTA 9 04 Page | of 2 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Transit Administration 


REGION [x 
Arizona, California, Hawaii, Nevada, Guam, American Samoa, Northern Mariana Islands. 


201 Mission Street 

Suite 2210 

San Francisco, CA 94105-1839 NGGEIVED 
415-744-3133 o" 

41 5-T44 4726 (fax) ; E2275 75 


SEP 17 2004 


Mr. Peter Cipolla 

General Manager 

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 
3331 North Ist Street, Building C 

San Jose, CA 95134-1905 


Re: Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor Project and FTA eranares on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement 


Dear Mr. Cipolla: 


In a letter dated May 21, 2004, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) raised 
concems about the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority's (WTA) Draft 
. Environmental Impact Statement (DELS) for the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor 
(SVRTC) project. Specifically, EPA noted that the SVRTC project and the Bay Area 
Rapid Transit District's Warm Springs Extension (WSX) are connected actions, as 
defined by the Council on a Quality's i ei Ser PR 1508.25) and 
WSx 


To resolve this situation, FTA intends to cease Sienlin aclion on the 5 S¥RTC project vt until 


a Record of Decision has been issued on the WSX During this suspension a 1 
action, FTA will nat obligate any additional grant tunds for SVRTC propect activities, 
WHA inay continue to use other available resources to address issucs and comments 
received during the recent public and interagency review of the DEIS. This suspension of 
Federal action does not remove the project from Preliminary Engineering (PE) status in 
VTA's New Starts pipeline, nor does it exempt the project from FT A's evaluation of its 
transportation justification and its local financial commitment for the FY 06 Annual 
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Page z et 2 
Report on New Starts. 


As you are aware, FTA approved the SVRTC project into PE in September 2002, noting 
that concems regarding (1) the travel demand model and resulting technical analysis used 
during the Altematives Analysis, and (2) the operating financial plan and the ability of 
VTA to operate and maintain the existing bus and rail transit system during the 
construction and operation of the proposed major capital investment would have to be 
addressed during this phase of project development. Since that time, VTA has 
demonstrated very little progress in addressing these concerms, resulting in the current 
"Not Recommended” rating. We were disappointed that VTA did not-take FT.A's advice 
to identify a minimum operable segment, and instead chose to reduce the number of 
stations along the alignment, Unfortunately, this attempt to reduce project costs generated 
only modest savings, resulting in a proposed investment that continues to have one of the 
highest capital costs of any fixed-guideway project in FTA's New Starts pipeline, The 
situation is especially troublesome considering the poor financial condition of VTA, and 
the unusually high level of New Starts funding (approximately $900 million proposed). 


PTA is committed to assuring that the New Starts pipeline contains projects that 
demonstrate steady progress and are likely candidates for the consideration of a Full 
Funding Cirant Agreement, Towards that end, FTA will work with you to identify several 
milestones within the project's development schedule that must be met as a condition for 
mainiaining PE status forthe SVRTC project. We will work with you amd your staff on 
developing these milestones and conditions in the coming weeks: 


: = have any questions about this letter please feel free to contact me, at (415) 744- 
Sincerely, REGEIVEL 
Leslie T. Rogers aia 

Regional Administrator 


Steve Heminger, MTC 
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Hain, along with many members of the organizational plaintiffs are people of color who are riders 


| Throwgh ite funding practices, Defendant MTC has historically engaged, and continacs to ongage, 


} Were from them very inceptiog intended to serve disproportionately white subarban commuters. 


) MICs knowingly discriminatory funding practices, AC Transit bus riders receive a public 
mubsidy of $2.78 per trip. By contrast, Caltrain riders recelve $13.79, almoat five times that 


INTRODUCTION 
"L. ‘Thie action challenges a longstanding pattern of race discrimination by Defendant 


Metiopolitan Transportation Commission MTC") in the funding of public transit services is the 
San Prancisco, California Bay Arca. Plaintiffs Sylvia Darensberg, Virginia Martinez and Vivian 


ofthe Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District (“AC Transit”), which operates the Bay Area's 
lengest bas-only transit system. Defendant MTC allocates significant trantil finding sources to 
each of the Bay Arca‘s approximately twenty to thirty transit opensiors, including. AC Transit. 


ina policy, pattem or practice of actions and omissions that have the purpose and effect of 
discriminating against poor transit riders of color in fever of white, xeburban transit users. 

2 = AC Transit serves. a ridership that is early 80% people of color. The Peninsula 
Comidor Joint Powers Board (“Caltrain”) and the Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART) 


Caltrain and BART contines to have much higher percentages of white tramusit riders than docs 
AUC Transit. 

4, Over many years Defendant MTC has channeled and continues to channel funds to 
propects aed progransd that benelit thee disproportionalely white riders of (Calirnis and BART, af 
the expense of the disproportionaslely minority riders of AC Transit, Aa o result of Defendant 


received by AC Transit patrons, and BART riders receive $6.14, more than double that received 
by AC Transit rider, 

4, These finding disparities created by Defendant MTC have a siguificant, adverse 
effect on transl riders of color, who, as a result, receive a lower quality and quantity of transit 
service from that received by riders of Caltrain and BART. In fact, af the same time thet the level 
of commuter rail service bas caperienced a steady increase, the level of bus services available bo 
riders of AC Transit has fallen precipitowsly. And the quality of that service has ales fallen, while 
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} or omissions giving rive to the Plaintiffr’ claims occurred in this district. 


adversely inspact the environment and public health and safety of low-income communities of 
color in Alameda and Contra Costa Counties. 

4, Defendant MTC's funding preference for projects and programs that benefit 
Caltrain and BART riders, but leave AC Transit riders bebind, is not justified by amy 
MTC funds and advocates for are vastly bess cost-effective than the AC Transit projects and 
programs thal Deftndant MTC consivontly refuses to fund, or umder-funds, Defendant MTC: 
irrational fending practices undenmine the basic and common] y-accepted trangpostation planning 
Principle of using limited transportation funds in a cost-clfective manner, 

6. Defendant MC's funding practice: harm tran riders of color who depend on 
AC Transit to get to work or school, and to meet their daily needs, euch as shopping for food and 
Clothing. getting to the dector, and taking children to day care. Those riders puffer significant 
adverse effects on a daily basis from Defendant MTC's funding practices, Plaintiffs file this class 
action to bring « halt to Defendant MTC's discriminatory practices and io ensure that minority 
bas riders share in ibe improvement of whasit eocvices thal white selvatemn CMEC OE Omjcy. 

JURISDICTION 

7. This action arises under the Fourteenth Am#ndment to the Linited States 
Conatitution, 42 U.S.C. $1983, Tith VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. §2000d, er 
feq., and Cal, Gov. Code §11135, Jurisdiction is conferred on this Court perseant io 28 U.3.c, 
$1331, 1343, and 1367. 

a. Plaintiffs’ claims for declaratory and injunctive relief are authorized by 28 U.S.C. 
$6201, 2202, Federal Rules of Civil Procedure $7 and 65, and the gemoral logal and equitable 
Powers of this Court, 


YENUE 
a, Venue it proper under 28 U.S.C. §1391(b) because a substantial part of the events 
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10, Pursuant to Local Rule 3-2(d), intra-district assignment to the San Francisco of 
Oskiand division is proper bocsues the acts or omissions which give rigs io this action occarred in 
Oakland, California, where Defendant MTC is headquariered. 

FLAINTIFFS 

11. = Plaintiff Sylvia Darensberg is an Affican-Aumerican resident of Baal Oakland, 
County of Alameda. She has three children. They all depend on AC Transit bus sorvice to meet 
their fransportation needs, She and her family ride AC Transit buses to get to work, school, 
college classes, medical appointments, grocery shopping. social services and voluntecr activities, 
Shee and her family have meffered the consequences of repeated bua sarvice cute and fare. 
increases, Cwts in bus service have redeced ber employment opportunitics, and often make her 
tardy fer work despite her beat planning. Where she previously could nde baby ome bud or two to 
fet bo moccesary destinationt, cuts im service now require that she ride two or thres buses in onder 
to arrive at the same destinations. In the evening, whon she returns from college classes, Plaintiff 
Darencbung mu mow walk a long distance in an unéafo area because evening service on the bus 
route clotedt to her home has been discontinued. Defendants discriminate against Maintift 
Dereuburg by providing hor with bower tranalt pabaidjcs than white Celirain and BART riders 
and by denying her equal transportation beneliis. 

12 Plaintiff Virginda Martine: is « Latina reaident of Richmond, County of Contra 
(Costa, She and her hesbard have fiver school-age children, alll of wham are minora, The etine 
family depends primarily on AC Transit bes service to moet all of their transportation needs. 
Planntiff Marine: herself relies principally on AC Transit buses to pet to ber job, to take ber 
younger children to school, to shop for groceries, to attend religious services, to visit friends and 
relatives, and for leisure activities. She and ber family have waffered the consequences of 
repeated bua service cuts and Gare increades. Bocaass of redeced bes service, a tip io the grocery 
store that would take ten minutes by car can take Plaintiff Martinez up to-one and a half hours 
feendinp on the bes. Inadequate bus service hes caused Plaintiff Martine: and her heshand to be 
late to work, and to pass ep more attractive job oppartanitics somewhat further away from bone. 
Overcrowding and insufficlent bus service has left the older chikiren in the family with no choice 
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bet to walk as many at thirty blocks to or fhoon school. Defendants discriminate ageinat Plaine 
Martine by providing her with lower transi subsidies than white Calirain and BART riders and 
hy denying her equal transportation benefits, 

13. Plaintiff Vivian Hain is a Latina resideot of East Oakland, County of Alameda. 
Shee bas three children. Plaintiff Hain's bousehold owns an ald, polluting antomobile, which is 
inoperable for ome or more weeks in an average month, Daring those periods, che and her family 
depend on AC Transit buses to get to school, college classes, médical appointments, grocery 
shopping, social services and vohunteer activities. She and ber family have suffered the 
comeaquences of repeated AC Transit bus service cuts, Asa remall of those service culs, Plaintiil’ 
Hain and her faruily members have encountered significant obstacles in traveling to a wide 
variety of destinations. ‘Where previously Plaingiff Hain or her family members could ride only 
One bus or two to pet lo necessary destinations, cuts in service mow require two or three bas trips 
in onder to arrive at the same destinations Plaintiff Hada's lack of access to a higher quality and 
quantity of transit service has impeded her ability 10 complete her college course of study, 
Similarly, Plaintiff Hain‘s 10-year-old daughter has difficulty petting to the magnet school in 
Which she is enrolled, which in tam interferes with her daughter's right to obtain a free, quality 
public edwcation. Deleelants discriminate against Plaintiff Hain by providing ber with krwer 
tranait gabiidies then white Caltrain apd BART riders and by denying her equal transportation 
benefits, 

14, Plaintiff Communities for a Better Environment ("CBE") ix a California 
suvironmental bealth and justice non-profit organization that socks to protect and enhance the 
senvironncnt amd public health. CGE bas fought for cleaner alr in the Bay Area for over twenty 
years by, among other things, increasing and improving transit opportunities in the region. CBE 
and another plaintiff organization brought cuccessfl litigation in 1989, against, inter alia, MTC 
to enforce national standards for ozone and carbon monoxide to improve air quality in the Bay 
Area. ‘See Communities for Better Environment, ef al, v, Dewhemefian, of al (Mo. C-89-2044. 
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THH), Gled fume 13, 1989. Among olber things, MING was fonoed to adapl contingency 
ranaportation conirel measure lo insprove air quality. See dd 


“1S. early teelve years later, CHE and a coalition of environmental, envirommenial 9“ 


Justice and community groups brought muil againal MITC to improve Bay Ares transit ridership i 
improve air quality, redece public health problema caused by alr pollution, offer those residents 
with cam a cheice to ups transit instead and afford those residents without vehicles a more viable 


} and affordable public transit cysem. See faywiew Hunters Point Commumity Advocates, ef al. v. 


MTC, et al (Mo. C-01-0750 TEH) ("Bayview"), filed February 21, 2001, The suit sought to 
compel MIC to implement a key 182 transportation control meanare that sought to case the 
region's air polbetion woes by requiring MTC and transit operators to achieve by 1987 a 15 

percent increade im Bay Area transit ridership from 193 levels. ‘The goal was to improve the 
viedility of transit at an ablernative to awtomobile use, in order to shift people from cam onto 


yet to be denplemeniod, and the ridership increase had mever been realized. Despite a 30 percent 
increase in popalaiion, ther were roughly the same nanber of people riding iransil im 2001 as in 
1983, While transit ridership in the region as a whole remained roughly af 1983 levels, ridership 
oa the inner city transit systems fared puch worse, AC Transit in the East Bay lost 
epproximately eight million anmial hoardings between 1983 and 2001. Im light of the relief 
plaintiffs in the Bayview action sought, viz., to require MTC to achieve u 1S percent increase in 
riherip over 123 levels, a major area of litigation focused on M{TC's power to effect an 
increase in transi tidership, ‘This in turn required extensive litigation over the mature and extent 
of MTC's discretion to allocate available transportation funding for various purposes and the 
relative coet-effectivences of different transit projects. 

16. CBE has members who are poopie of color who utilize AC Transit to serve their 
transportation needs, CHE brings these claims in this action on behalf of itself and these 
members, who would have standing to sue in their own right and whose personal participation in 
this litigation is nol necessary. Defendant discriminates against CAE 's people of color members 
by providing them with lower transit subsidies than white Caltrain and BART riders and by 
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denying them equal transportation benefit. Non-discriminatory funding would necessarily 
include actions to improve public AC Tranait service, which would have the effect of reducing 
wehiche emdseiore. : 

17. Phaintif Amalgamated Transit Undon, Local 192 (“ATU 192") is « labor 
organization that represents employees who live and work in the Bay Area. The objects and 
principles of ATU 192, ax set forth in the Constitution end General Laws of its International 
Union, inclade: “To engage in sach legislative, political, educational, cultural, social, and welfare 
activities as will further the interests and: welfare of the membership of the organization.” ATU 
192 hat members who are people of color who mse AC Transit to serve thelr transportation nec, 
ATU 192 brings this suit on behalf of itself and these members, who would have slanding to me 
in their own right and whose personal participation in this litigation is not hecessary. Defendant 
MITC discriminates against ATU 192's people of color members by providing them with lower 
transit subsidies than white Caltrain and BART ridors and by denying them equal transportation 
biomafits. 


a 


PEFENDANT 

| 18. Defendant MITC is the transportation planning, finascing and coordinating agency 
for the Bay Area, which consists of the Counties of Alamoda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San 
Mateo, Santa Clara, Solano, and Sonoma und the City and County of San Francisco. 

19. Pursuant to state law, Defendant MTC is a local arca planning agency, and not a 
part of the executive branch of the state gowernment, Cal. Gov. Code $66502, 
20. Defendant MTC is the nectropolitan planning organization and designated recipient 
| of federal transportation fiunels fog the San Framcisco Bay Area. 2300500. PIb_ 49 WA 
#5303; 49 U.S.C. §5300 aKa) Defendant MTC also receives tens of millions of dollars annesally 
in funds or financial assistance directly from the State of California by grant, contract, or 
otherwise. It regularly employs five or more persons. 

21. Defendant MTC makes funding decisions on a “continuous” basis, Cal, Gav. 
Code fis 13, 
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zd. Atal relevant times, Defendant MTC was actlag and continwss to act ander onlor 


| of state lew, within the meaning of 42 U.S.C. $1983. 


CLASS ALLEGATIONS : 

23. Plaintiffs Darensbarg, Maztinez, and Hain bring this action pursuant to Rule 24 of 
the Federal Rulesof Civil Procedure on behalf of a clase of all people of color who are cumrent 
and potential patrons of AC Transit. 

24. The members of the class are sufficiently namerous that joinder of all members is 
individaal bus riders take more than one trip per day, approximately 100,000 and potentially more 
individuals ride AC Transit cach day. And became pearly 20% of AC Tramsit’s riders are people 
of colors, plaintiffs are informed and believes that the class enconapastes tens of thousands of 
People of color who are currest AC Tranait palrona. When potential AC Transit patrons of color 


) are included, the number of class mombers increases further. 


23, There are questions of law amd fact common to the class and these questions 
predominate over individual queaiions. Such qecstion inchade, among othenc (1) whether 
Defendant MTC's funding policies and practice: have a disparate impact on the class; (7) wheather 


‘any disparate impact is justified by a transportation planning necessity ov o less discriminalory 


alternative exists; (3) whether the disparate impact constitutes a violation of California 
Government Code § 11135; (4) whether Defendant MTC has purposefully discriminated against 
the class: (3) whether any purpodefidl discrimination violates the Equal Protection Clause of the 
Constitution: (6) whether amy purposeful discrimination violates Tithe V1 of the 1964 Chil Rights 
Act; and (7) whether injunctive relief and other equitable remedies are warranted for the class. 

26. The claims alleged by Plaintiffs Durensburg, Martinez, and Hain are typical of the 
claims of the class. 7 

27. Plaintiffs Darenstarg, Martinez, and Hain will fairly and adequately represent the 
interests of the class. 

28, Class certification is appropriate pursaant to Fed. BR. Civ. F, 23 (b(2) because 
Defendant MTC bas acted and/or refiased to acton grounds generally applicable to the class, 
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the stato and «private company in 1992, the predecessor service was recognized, in another study 
eotmmissionsd by Defendant MITC, as “prowid[ing) very poor service to transit dependents,” a 


making declaratory and injunctive relief appropriate with respect to Plaintiffs Darensburg, 
Martinez, and Hain and the clasa xa a whole. The members of the class ure entitled to injunctive 
relief to end Defendant MTC's common, uniform, snd unfkir discriminatory personnel policies 
and practices. 

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 

29, A majority of the riders of AC Transit, Caltrain and BART. taken together, are 
people of color, However, the passengers of the Bay Area’s largest bus-only operator, AC 
Transit, are disproportionately people cf color, while the passengers of the two major essentially 
rail-oaly opermiors, Caltrain and BART, are disproportionaiely white, The disparity in the racial 
make-up of the chberubip of these throc opermocs ix statistically significant. 

30. Defendant MTC is aware that BART and Caltrain have historically served 
dispropertionately white mders. For ingtance, according to a 1977 stedy that Defendant MTC 
isel{ commissioned, BART's “radial suburbe-todowntown design” does pot serve the “local- 
tavel, blec-collar employment, and inner-city travel needs of minorities,” The study found thas 
“BART was designed primarily to camry long-distance suburban commuters (who are 
predominantly white) to downtown San Francisco and Oakland... BART has not made a 
noticeable impact upon the mobility of ¢thnéc minority residents. In particular, it has had very 
lienited impact upon the mobility of kew-igcome central city minorities.” Tn its eunamary of the 
BART studies it Commissioned in the 1970s, Defendant MTC: wrote, “HART planning objectives 
did not place special emphasis on service to minorities..." 

41. For the same reasons, Caltrain — which like BART was designed primarily to carry 
fong-distance peburban commuters — serves « population that is predominantly white and 
suburban. In fact, long before Caltrain took over operation of the Peninswla conameter lines from 


tern defined by the authors of the study a3 “minority, elderly, handicapped or low income” 
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32. Calirain and BART continue to serve a disproportionately white ridership. While 
whites make up 35% of the collective ndership of AC Transit, Caltrain and BART, they acoount 
for 60% of Cahrain riders and 43% of BART riders. And while African Americans haven =~ 
collective ridership oa these three operators of 22%, they account for only 4% of Caltrain riders 
and only 14%.0f BART riders. Caltrain and BART riders are also wealthier than AC Transig 
riders. Only 13% of Caltrain riders have yearly bouschold incomes below $30,000, Over half 
(32%) of all Caltrain riders have annual heeschold incomes above $75,020, and more than one 
third (35%) report annual houschold incomes over $100,000. Only 25% of BART’s riders have 
annial household incomes of eas than $30,000. 

33. While 65% of transit riders on these three transit systema are people of color, AC 
Transit, with a ridership that is nearly 80% people of color, serves a disproportionately high 
Percentage of people of color, While Aftican Amoricand account for only 32% of all riders on 
these three transit sysiers, they account for more than one-and-a-half tinses thal percentage, I7%, 
of AC Transit’s riders, Morcower, AIC Transit's riders are also predominantly low-income: 37% 
have annual household incomes below $30,000 and 72% qualif'y as either extremely low income 
(up to 30% of the area median income) or very low income (31 to $0% off the area median 
income). 

M4. Siety-one permet of AC Transit riders rely entirely om pacblic transit for their 
everyday transportation needs. By contrast, only 14% of Caltrain riders and only 22% of BART 
riders are transit dependent. 

33, In its roles as regional transportation planning agency, federal metropolitan 
Planning of ganization, and designated recipient of federal tranepostaiion fands, Defendant MTC 
is respomuible for the planning, programming, and allocation ofa variety of federal, state, and 
local transportation funds, approximately $1 billion each year, to the 20 to 30 transit opersions 
within its jurisdiction, inchuding AC Transit, Caltrain and BART, 

Mi. Defeedant MITC also acts as an advocate and sometiones eponsor for funding from 
these and other sources for specific transit projects, Often, such projects cannot receive funding 
without Defendant MTC's action of support. 
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| tunsportation projects and programs that are selected to receive furxding from state snd federal 


37. Deeftndant MTC also monitors the budgets of the transit operators within its 

| 34. Tnovertecing and allocating transportation funds for the Bay Area, Defendant : 
MTC determines the amount of money that flows to cach of these transit operutors for new capital 
Projects amd existing programs, including operations and maintenance of these system. [i also 
decides which of several permissible ates of the fands it distributes will be allowable ones in the 
Bay Arca, Most recently, it is responsible for the decision to curtail AC Transit's ability to make 
flexible use of federal “formula” finds i cover preventive maintenance costs, an allowable use of 
those funds under federal law. Through the power of the purse strings, Defendant MTC decides 
which transit mecds, among those of the Bay Area's diverse comenunitics, will be mel and, if so, 
the quantity and quality of service, 

39. By virtue of its roles as regional transportation planning agency and metropolitan 
Planning organization lor the Bay Ares, Deferdant MTC exercises significant influence, through 
its advocecy efforts or back thereof, before the state and federal governments, over the 


sources and tbe level at which these projects and programs are funded, ‘Thua, even whore state oF 
to allocate the funds, Defendant MTC ia often responsible foe the allocation set forth in the 
beglalation. Even when opportenities have arisen for Dedendamt MIC to support changes in state 
of federal Lew that would provide funding benefits to AC Transit passengers, Defendant MTC has 
sither been hostile to much changes or has deckined to play mote than « perfunctory role in 
ablerpting to secure the changes. 

40, Inthe case of moat public transit operators, inchading AC Transit, Calirain and 
BART, the fare paid by a passenger does not support the actual cost of the trip that the passenger 
takes. “Subsidy per passenger trip” is the most appropriate way io meacure subsidization of 
Public trandit systems. This figure is calculated from data contained in the National Transit 
Database, which is maintained by the Federal Transit, Administration. By exercising its 
rignificamt discretion over the region's transportation purse strings, Defeedant MTC plays a 
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those fiends.) Nevertheless, Defendant MTC devoted almost halfiof the discretionary fimds 


detenminative rode in the amount of the subsidy per passenger trip reosived by the riders on each 
of the region's peblic transit opersiors. 

41, Between 1989 and 2003, the most recent year for which data is pabllicly available, 
AC Transit riders, who are digproportionstely people of color, each received an average subsidy | 
per passenger trip of approximately one-fifth thal received by Caltrain riders and less than hall 
that received by BART riders, The greater the white ridership of the transit operator, the greater 
the subsidy per passenger trip, Conversely, tho more the ridetalip is composed of people of 
color, incheding Aftican Amencans, the smallor ihe mabedy por passenger trip. 

42, Although Defendant MTC bas long known that its fuming policies have an 
adverse impact on poor, trinsit dependent AC Transit riders of colo, it haa consistently rediased 
and comfincs to refuse to implement recommendations that would mitigat: the harmful effects of 
it funding decisions or to refrain from engaging in actions thal exacerbate mich effecta, For 
cxample, in 2001 a. group of 39 Adtican-Aumerican ministers wrote to Defendant MTC socking 
equity in the Funding between AC Transit and commuter rail services. ‘The ministers pointed out 
that Defendant MTC ranked an AC Transit bus project in the Richmond area of western Contra 
Costa County, with a population that be 60 nalsorily, aa the mol. cost-effective project 
considered in Defendant MTC's current Regional Transportation Plan, adopted in 2001. (The 
Plan is a long range plansing document in which Defendant MTC identifies the total pool of 
available transportation funding available over a twenty-year horizon and decides how to allocale 


committed to tramgit in itz 2001 Regional Transportation Flan ($2.3 billion out of $4.8 billion) to 
the least cout-elloctive projects, two commuter rail projects - one for Caltrain and the other for 
BART — both designed to sorve disproportionately white, subarban populations, and chose med to | 
fund the extreordinarily cost-effootive bus project for which the Richmond ministers had 
advecated. The most reson comple of MTC's inequitable distribution of discretionary fands is 
occuring af this very mont! In adopting the 204 Transportation Improvement Man (“TIP"), 
MTC did not distribute itt fall allocation of federal funds under peo programa, known as the 
CMAQ and STF programs. Afler adopting the TIP, and with no public process or public inpat of 
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any kied, MTC staff recently proposed allocating an additional $105.5 million in CMAQ and STP 


| 


2p fends, OF the $22.5 million im fumds that staf proposed to allooate to transit operators, 9 

4 | million was directed to BART and $9.28 million to Caltrain, MTC proposes to allocate none of. 

4 this $105 milion to AC Transit, despite the fact that AC Transit has peojects that could have been 

5 | funded under the “strategic expansion” caingory, to which MTC proposes to allocate $55 million. 

6 43. Tf Defeadant MTC refrained from engaging im its discriminatory funding practices, 

7 | it could imstead, but has repeatedly deetined to, support and fund projects and programs that 

& | improve trangit for thee transit dependent and inner-city / urban dwellers, which are an effective 

9 | means of improving air quality by removing some of the dirtiest vehicles from the rasd and by 

10 | substantially reducing auto vehicle miles traveled. Defendant MTC could also support and fund 

11} projects and programs that would provide tranait riders in low-income commanities of color with 

IZ bus shelicrs, greater security, nigh! routes, seating during peak and nog-peak hours, and greater 

13 | wocess to doctor and hospitals. 

14 44. While Defendant MTC is required by federal law to include the public in its 

13 Transportation planning process, inchoding the process of making crucial fanding decisions, 

16 | Defendant MTC pays line if any heed to public input, suggestions, or ccestnactive criticiam 

17 | designed to nuiligate the harm of its funding practices on low-income cominunities of color. In 

18 this, and other ways, Defendant MTC departs from procedural transportation planning mors. 
i 45. Defendant MTC also consistently departs from and indeed undermines substantive 

20 | Uansportation planning arms. Ih bs a central guiding primcaple of long-range transportation 

21 | planning that transportation projects shoukd provide the greatest transportation benefits for the 

22 greatest number of people, and an exceedingly important criterion weed by transportation planners 

23 | indetermining bow to invest capital funda is the proposed project's cost per mew rider. Linder 

24 this criterion, proposed expansions of and improvements to existing bus service are much more 

25 | cost effective than proposed expansions of and improvements to rail service. Defendant MTC 

bt nevertheless consistently channels scarce transportation funds to cost-ineffective rail <xpansion 

2? | projects thai benefit Caltrain and BART riders af the expense of AC Transil riders, 

28 
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46. For example, inthe 2001 Regional Transportation Plan, the potential package of 
new bug peogects condidersd by Defendant MTC a a whole was T5044 more productive in 
converting transit funds imio new riders than the list of new rail projects. in the “Bhooprint™ for: 
the Regional Transportation Flan, 19 of the 20 most cost-effective projects that Defendant MTC 
evaluated were bas propects. Disspate the greater oonl-effectiveness of these bus projects, 
Defendant MIC chose to fund coet-ineliective rail projects and deny fends to cost-effective bas 
projects. The Regional Transportation Plan's extension of BART to San Joss had a projected cost 
por new cider of as much as $100, while the electrification of Caltrain and Ha extension to 
downtown San Francisco were projected to cost as much as $26 per new rider. The iotal 
eetimated Cost of the BART extension was over $4 billion and the estimated cost of the Caltrain 
Project wis appeonimately $1.5 billion, While approving these enonmoualy expensive rail 
projects, Defendant MTC refused io fund « project for bus riders in the poor, Largely Aftican- 
American Richmond aca in Westen Contra Costa County that would have cost merely $0.75 per 
now rider, for a total estimated project cost of only $700.00), Ad shout the eames time, Dedondant 
MTC refused to adequately fund » pilot project designed to ensure that bow-lncomee middle-ared- 
high school students in the AC Transit service area could receive free bus pasted ao thal they 
ould tegularly access school, work, and other exsential activities, 

47. Bas progress also operate more cost effectively than rail programs. Dy 
channeling disproportionate sama of new capital funds to cost-ineffective rail projects, Defiondand 
MIC create an eversexpanding rail system with, by MICs own adlmieshon, enewrtelnable and 
¥er-increating needs for operating subsidies. ‘This practice net only lintits the pool of fimds 
available to improve bua service through new projects, but it also starves the existing bus system 
by draining the limited poo! of funda available for allocation to bus programs for operations, 

48. Deferdant MTC continues to emgage in these and other discriminatory funding 
practices, even though it knows they are discriminatory, 

49. Defendant MTC ostensibly employs both subjective and objective funding criteria | 
in deciding how to allocate funds to, and in advocating for state and federal moneys for the 
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financial controls over transit operators inconsistently, to the disadvantage of ACC Transit riderr: 


projects and programs that benefit riders of the region's transit operators, Its funding decisions 
nevertheless reflect a subjective policy, pattera or practice of preferring peojects and programs 
that discriminatorily benefit Caltrain and BART riders over those that benefit AC Transit rides 
for funding, 

Hi, This policy, pattem or practice of discriminatory funding includes, but fi not 
limited to, the following: (1) Defendant MTC establishes funding criteria that fuvor projects snd 
Programs that benefit rail over bus riders; (2) Defendant MTC applies its own fimding criteria and 


(@) Defendant MTC declines to allocate discretionary lands for the bero(st of AC: Transit riders in 
a masher comparable io its allocation of discretionary funds for the benefit of Caltrain and BART 
Fiders; and (4) Defendant MITC advocates with state and fixeral legislatures more aggressively on 
behalf of Caltrain and BART riders than AC Traxait riders, for example, by giving Caltrain and 
BART projects « higher priority than AC Transit projects, requesting more moncy for projects 
and programs that benefit Caltrain and BART riders than AC Transit riders, and adhvocating for 
funds to be committed by law to projects and programas that benefit Caltrain and BART riders, bet 
not advocating for similar carmarking of fands for projects and programs that benefit. AC Transit 
riders. 

31. Plaintiffs allege in the alternative and on infisrmation and belief that Defeadant 
MITC"s policy, patie or practice of discriminatory funding is not separable for purposes of 
anal ysis, 

Sz Pursuant to Defendant MT(s pattern or practice of discriminatory flmding, 
Defendant MTC has consistently channeled and continues to channel more money aixd support lo 
Projects and programs thet benefit Caltrain and BART riders than to projects and programs that 
benedit AC Transit riders. 

54. The regulting subsidy disparity harms Plaintiffs, members of Plaintiffs ATU 192 
tnd CBE, and plaintiff class members (hereinafter “Plaintiffs and Plaintiff Class Menibers”) 
Defendant MTC is wware of the subsidy disparity caused by its funding practices and the | 
‘Ontinuing harms that it causos to Plaintiffs and Plaintiff Class Members. 
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] of color reside, 


‘4. Defendant MTC's funding practices deny equal transit opportunities and benefits 
to Plnintif sand PlainciiY Class Members. For example, dee to defendant's funding practices, 
Plaintiffs and Plaintiff Class Members receive a quality and quantity of service that is inferior in~ 
that received by Caltrain and BART riders. Historically, while Caltrain and BART riders have 
enjoyed increasing servien, Plaintiffs and Plaintiff Class Member have milTered service outs, 
including cuts to critical evening and night-time service which for many provides their only 
fmeans for commuting to and fron week, 

55.0 Moreover, service redectiona fill harder on Pleintiifs end Plstnthif Chass Members 
than on Caltrain and BART riders. A majority (61%) of AC Transit riders are transil-dependent 
(compared to only 22% of BART riders and 14%) of Calirain riders) and thus have oo ablernative | 
means of petting to work, school, and other cesential locations, Diminished transit services thus 
inflict other injuries on Plaintiff and Plaintiff Class Members, such at lost job opportunities, and 
diminished access to cdecation and health care. 

36, Plaintiffs and Plaintiff Class Members also exporience an inferiog quality of transit 
service and fewer amenitic: than Caltrain or BART riders in ways thal are oot casily quantified 
For example, but service is less reliable, waiting conditions are less anf, convenient, and pleasant 
for Plaintiffs and Plaintiff Class Members than Caltrain of BART riders, Plaintiffs and Plaintiff 
(Class Members also ride dirtior vehicles and feel less personally secure while waiting for service 
than Caltrain or BART riders, 

57. Furthermore, the subsidy disparity resulting from defendant's discriminatory 
policy, patiern or practice of discricninatory funding constitutes a harm to Plaintiffs and Plaintiff 
Clast Members in itself For instance, defendant's discretionary flanding sends the message that, 
in the eyes of the government, they are not equal participants in the community and are worth lesa 
than their white counterparts on Caltrain and BART. 

58. Defendant MTC itself, as discussed sbove, has docansenied thal both Caltrain and 
BART were originally planned and designed to serve disproportionately white subarban 
communities, rather than urban and inner city area in which disproportionate nunshers of pexple 
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HIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 

(Fourteenth Amendment and 42 US.C. $1983 - Equal Protection) 

39. Plaintiffs incorporate paragraphs 1s 58 by reference. 

60. Defendant MTC's prior, current, and on-going policies, patterns, practices, 
procedures andor customs of funding tramiportation projects amd services on AC Transit, Caltrain | 
and BART deprive Plaintiffs aad Plaintiff Class Members of their rights under the Equal 
Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution and 42 U.S.C. 
$1983 because they have the purpose of discriminating against transit riders on the basis of race 


61. Asa direct and proximate resalt of Defendant MTC's unlawful conduct, Plaintiffs 
and Plaintiff Class Members have suffered irreparable harm and this harm will contieue absent 
injunctive relied. 


62. Plaintiffs incorporate paragraphs | to il by reference, 

63, Defendant's prior, currcet, and on-going policies, patterns, pruclices, procedures 
andor customs of funding transportation projects and services on AC Transit, Caltrain and BART 
deprive Plaintiffs and Plaintiff Class Members of their rights ender Section 601 of Tide VI of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. §2000d, et seq. and 42 USC. §1983 because they have the 
Purpose of discriminating against transit riders on the basis of race and natbonal origin. 
Defesdints receive federal finds, 

G4. Asa direct and proximate reeult of Defendant MICs unlawful conduct, Plaintiffs 
and Plaintiff Class Members have sulfered irreparable harm and this harm will continus ahacns 


THIED CAUSE OF ACTION 
(Cal. Gov, Code §11135 - Purposeful and Disparate Impact Discrimination) 
65. Plaintiffs incorporate paragraphs | to 64 by refermace. 
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66. Defendant's prior, current and on-going policies, patterns, practices, procedures 
and/or customs of finding transportation projects and programs om AC Transit, Caltrain and 
BART has the purpose and effect of discriminating against transit riders om the basis of race, 
natronal onige, ard ethnic group identification. Dcfondant unlawfully denies Plainei ffs end 
Plaintiff Class Members the full and equal access to the benefits of the public transit system in the 
Ray Arca. Defendant is landed directly by the State of California, Defendant receives financial 
assistance from the State of California. Accordingly, defendant has violated and comlinues to 
violate Cal Gov, Code $1135 and regulations promulgated therewnder, 

67.  Asadirect and proximate result of Defendant MTC's unlawful conduct, Plaintiffs 
ard Plaintiff Clase Members have suffered irreparable harm and this harm wall continue absent 


FRAYER FOR RELIEF 
WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs ack thas Court: 

L. te cortily the case aso class action on behalf of the proposed Plaintiff clase and to 
designate Plaintiffs Darendburg, Martinez, and Hain as representatives of the class and their 
dunsel af record as (Class Counsel; 

re to declare that Defendant MTC bes violated the Equal Protection Clause of the 
Fourteenth Aumendment throwgh its prior, current and on-juing discriminalory policies, practiccs, 


| Caltrain, and BART passengers: 


3. todeclare that Defendant MTC has violated Tithe VI of the Civil Rights Act 
through its prioe, current and on-going discriminatory policies, practices, procedures ander 
istome of funding trensportation projects and services that benefit AC Transil, Caltrain, and 
BART passengers; 

4. to declare that Defendant MTC has violated Cal. Gov, Code §1 1135 through its 
prior, current and on-going discriminatory policies, practices, procedures axxior customs of 
funding transportation projects and services that benefit AC Transit, Caltrain, and BART 
Paso pers, 
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5. to permanently enjoin Defendant MTC from making any funding decision that has 
fn unjustified dispeoportionately adverse impact on AC Transit riders of color, inchading 
decisions thet cause an inequitable subsidy per passenger trip and/or an inequitable quantity and « 
quality of service for AC Transit passengers as compared to Caltrain or BART pastengers; 

& to permanently enjoin Defendant MTC fron supporting the fimding of or funding 
say improvement or expansion in service that detracts hom the equitable funding of services that 
benefit AC Transit riders; 

7, 19 award Plaintiffs their reasonabie attomey's fees, costa, and expenses, pursuant 
J 42 USC. $1988, Cal Code Civ. Proc, §10215, and odber applicable law; and 
i. to grant such olber and further relief as this Court chould find just and proper. 
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Response to Comment Letter 21 


21-1: This comment generally addresses the merits of the WSX Alternative, rather than any issue 
with respect to the DEIS. It is not correct that the DEIS “assumes that the WSX will go 
forward.” The DEIS contains information and analysis concerning environmental impacts 
and benefits in order to inform decision-makers and the public, pursuant to the requirements 
of NEPA. “Areas of known controversy” are identified in the DEIS as required by NEPA. 
However, to the extent that this commenter’s comments are similar to those the commenter 
provided on the Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR), which BART prepared 
in 2003 under CEQA, the responses to those comments remain applicable. The DEIS 
demonstrates the benefits of the WSX Alternative in terms of transportation, land use, air 
quality and energy. (Please refer DEIS sections 4.1, “Introduction to Environmental 
Analysis,” 4.8, “Land Use and Planning,” 4.14, “Air Quality,” and 4.15, “Energy.”). 
BART’s Board of Directors will consider impacts, benefits, and costs in deciding whether to 
proceed with the project, as will FTA and other funding authorities in deciding whether to 
provide funding. 


Regarding transit-oriented development (TOD), the DEIS clearly states that, while TOD is 
not part of the WSX Alternative itself and specific TOD projects must be developed through 
the City of Fremont’s planning process, creating a catalyst for future TOD opportunities is 
one of the purposes and the benefits of the WSX Alternative. (Please refer to DEIS pages 2-4 
to 2-6, 4.8-22 to 4.8- 23, and 5-45 to 46.) The potential for TOD associated with the WSX 
Alternative is not “dubious” as the commenter suggests. It is well documented that private 
developers are likely to invest in the vicinity of fixed-rail stations. (For more information, 
see Michael Bernick and Robert Cervero,'° the City of Seattle,'’ the Journal of Public 
Transportation,'* and White and McDaniel.'* While there is always some uncertainty in 
projections of future land uses, the City of Fremont is actively working with BART and other 
stakeholders to prepare a Specific Plan for the Warm Springs area, and have already 
proposed high-density land uses adjacent to the proposed station site. (Please see response to 
comment nos. 21-7 and 21-8 for additional details on TOD. 


21-2: The WSX Alternative is not illegally “segmented” from the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit 
Corridor (SVRTC) project proposed by the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 
(VTA). Generally, the rule against “segmentation” is intended to prevent agencies from 
breaking large projects into smaller pieces in order to misleadingly reduce their 
environmental impacts. The commenter does not claim that any impacts were improperly 
disregarded in the DEIS. (As required by NEPA, the cumulative impacts of the WSX 
Alternative and SVRTC, as separate projects, were fully analyzed; see DEIS pages 5-3 to 5- 
41.) Moreover, incremental expansion of transportation systems through “connected” 
projects is permitted under NEPA, if each project has its own independent utility and logical 
termini. For reasons discussed in the DEIS (see page 5-2 to 5-3), the WSX Alternative has 


'° Michael Bernick and Robert Cervero, Transit Villages in the 21 Century, McGraw-Hill, 1997. 

' City of Seattle, Transit-Oriented Development Case Studies-Twelve Analytical Rail Systems, Strategic Planning 
Office, August 1999. 

' “Benefits of Proximity to Rail on Housing Markets: Experiences in Santa Clara County,” Journal of Public 
Transportation, Vol. 5, No. 1, pp. 1 - 18, 2002. 

'S'§. M. White and J. B. McDaniel. “The Zoning and Real Estate Implications of Transit-Oriented Development.” 
TCRP Legal Research Digest 12. Transportation Research Board of the National Academies. 1999. 
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independent utility and logical termini. The Warm Springs Station site was selected as a 
terminus in 1992, long before the SVRTC project was proposed, based on prior analysis 
summarized in the DEIS (see pages 3-29 to 3-31). The possibility that the SVRTC project 
may be constructed does not render the Warm Springs Station location less logical as a 
terminus if the SVRTC is not constructed. The analyses presented throughout the DEIS 
demonstrate that the WSX Alternative functions as a meaningful standalone project, 
independent of the proposed SVRTC project. All analyses of the WSX Alternative’s 
ridership and benefits consider the WSX Alternative by itself, except for the required 
analyses specifically identified as “cumulative impacts” of separate projects. While the 
proposed SVRTC project, if it is constructed, would further enhance the benefits provided by 
the WSX Alternative, that fact does not diminish the WSX Alternative’s independent utility 
without the SVRTC in terms of traffic congestion relief, air quality improvement, reduced 
energy consumption, and providing a catalyst for TOD. 


The comment requests documentation of comparable projects that received Full Funding 
Grant Agreements (FFGAs) from FTA. Please note that the WSX project is not applying for 
a FFGA, which is a component of FTA’s New Starts funding program. In addition, NEPA 
does not require a cost-benefit analysis to be contained in an EIS, nor does it require the 
agency to document other projects with comparable costs and benefits in order to 
demonstrate independent utility. Nevertheless, as documented on pages 7-6 and 7-7 of the 
DEIS, the cost-effectiveness of the WSX Alternative utilizing FTA’s New Starts cost- 
effectiveness measure is $29.40 per new rider without the optional Irvington Station, or 
$26.18 per new rider with the Irvington Station, both in the $2.54 to $48.82 range of 
submissions to FTA for New Starts projects in fiscal year 2000. The additional comparison 
the commenter requests is of limited relevance, as there are very few heavy rail projects 
funded by the New Starts program, in different settings, with different alignment lengths and 
station configurations. The North Line Extension in Atlanta, which entered into an FFGA 
over 10 years ago, is 2.3 miles long with two stations, at a cost of $463.2 million, and was 
anticipated to carry 11,000 new riders in the year 2005. The reconstruction of the Douglas 
Branch in Chicago is 6.6 miles long with eleven stations, at a cost of $482.5 million, and is 
expected to carry 6,000 new riders in 2020. Other New Starts projects utilize light rail 
technology, which typically has a lower capital cost per mile. However, one project listed as 
pending for federal funding is the Eastside Light Rail Transit system in Los Angeles, which 
is 5.9 miles long with eight stations, at a cost of $888.3 million, and is expected to carry 
7,600 new riders in 2020. (This information is from FTA’s website for the New Starts 
Report for 2004, the most recent year available on this site.) Therefore, the 5.4 mile WSX 
Alternative — projected to generate 7,200 new riders per day in 2025 without the optional 
Irvington Station, at a cost of $678 million, or 9,100 with the Irvington Station, at $757 
million — is within the general range of ridership and costs exhibited by these projects. 


As indicated in Table 4.2-8 of the DEIS, “Daily Station Entries and Exits—2025”, 
approximately 8,200 total new trips on BART would occur in 2025. This figure includes 
7,200 new transit trips in 2025 (see Table 4.2-12, “2025 Linked Transit Trips”). The 1,000 
rider difference between new BART trips and the new transit trips represents the number of 
riders transferring to BART from other transit systems. 


The ridership forecasts in the DEIS, based on the Warm Springs Station as the project 
terminus, were generated by a travel demand model implementing assumptions regarding 
population and employment projections and anticipated changes in the transportation network 
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(see DEIS pages 4.2-20 to 4.2-21). These results are not post hoc rationalizations, but the 
results of transportation modeling of the proposed project utilizing accepted methodology, as 
documented in the DEIS and supporting transportation technical report. As explained in the 
DEIS (pages 3-29 to 3-31), the prior analysis of alternative alignments and station 
configurations, including an alternative terminus, remains applicable. DOT policy 
encourages reliance on prior planning and analysis to select the alternatives to be evaluated in 
a NEPA document. See FHWA-FTA Program Guidance on Linking the Transportation 
Planning and NEPA Processes (February 22, 2005). As noted above, based on the limited 
comparisons available, projected ridership on the WSX Alternative is within the general 
range of that for other projects. The results do not depend on a pool of transit riders already 
being present at the Warm Springs Station site, since the ridership model conservatively did 
not include assumptions of land use changes (i.e., TOD) expected to be catalyzed by the 
WSX Alternative, which would further enhance ridership. It is not correct that, as the 
commenter implies, transit riders must already be present at proposed station sites in order to 
justify the WSX Alternative. Such a requirement would restrict opportunities for TOD to 
infill projects where land use density is already high. Other transit systems have a record of 
locating stations in vacant sites, creating transit-supportive land use policies, and building 
transit-oriented development that ultimately boosts ridership. The Portland Westside MAX 
project is a notable example of this approach." 


The claim that alternatives were rejected solely based on impacts on or incompatibility with 
the SVRTC is incorrect. As explained in the discussion of alternatives to which the 
commenter refers (DEIS pages 3-35 to3-40), those alternatives were rejected for a number of 
reasons including lower ridership projections, more severe environmental impacts, and the 
lower likelihood of attracting the type of TOD that the commenter advocates. 


The anticipated growth of automobile trips between the East Bay and Santa Clara County, as 
described on DEIS (page 2-2), is not “the key statistic justifying the project” as the 
commenter suggests. Please refer to the statistics in the paragraphs immediately following 
that statement, which describe existing and projected traffic congestion in the project vicinity, 
demonstrating the need for the project (DEIS ages 2-2 to 2-3). 


The comment is correct that one component of funding for the WSX Alternative is 
conditioned on funding for a rail connection to Santa Clara County. However, the condition 
on use of Measure B funds does not eliminate the independent utility of the WSX 
Alternative. The functional ability of a transportation improvement project to deliver the 
desired ridership and associated environmental benefits, on a stand-alone basis without 
deriving additional ridership from other projects, does not depend on its sources of funding. 
Moreover, in the event that the proposed SVRTC project may not be funded, a different rail 
connection to Santa Clara County that may be proposed in the future would also satisfy the 
condition in Measure B. BART continues to work with funding sources to secure appropriate 
funds for the project. 


The comment singles out the travel times for some of the origin-destination pairs that were 
presented for illustrative purposes in the DEIS. Such isolated comparisons do not present an 
overall picture of project benefits. The analyses presented in DEIS sections 4.2, 4.14, and 
4.15 of the benefits of the WSX Alternative as a stand-alone project, in terms of ridership, 


'4 G. B. Arrington, Jr. “At work in the Field of Dreams: light rail and smart growth in Portland.” September. 1998. 
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traffic congestion relief, air quality improvements and reduced energy consumption, take into 
account the travel times shown in Table 4.2-13, “2010 Transit Travel Times (minutes)” and 
Table 4.2-14, “2025 Transit Travel Times (minutes).” 


Regarding the specific comparisons illustrated, in some cases the travel times with and 
without the WSX Alternative are comparable. For some trips, using transit is simply too 
circuitous in comparison to driving directly. However, for other origin-destination pairs, the 
WSX Alternative offers substantially reduced transit travel time. Moreover, similar (or even 
longer) travel times do not necessarily indicate that the WSX Alternative is not competitive 
with other alternatives, because the travel time comparison ignores other important factors 
that draw BART ridership— in particular trip frequency and reliability. For that reason, the 
transit travel time from Union City to downtown San Jose increases by 3 to 4 minutes under 
the WSX Alternative, as riders switch from the relatively infrequent Capitol Corridor service 
to more frequent BART service. More frequent, if slightly slower, service would be a benefit 
to riders of the WSX Alternative. For the two origin-destination pairs in which transit travel 
times is slightly longer under the WSX Alternative (Union City-San Jose Downtown and 
Hayward-Lockheed), the perceived travel time is reduced under the WSX Alternative 
compared to No Project conditions. The perceived travel time adds a penalty to the out-of- 
vehicle or waiting time, because riders prefer to be riding in a vehicle rather than waiting for 
the transit vehicle to arrive. The No Project Alternative for these two pairs includes more 
out-of-vehicle waiting time compared to the WSX Alternative. The travel demand model 
applies a penalty based on survey data to out-of-vehicle wait time for all alternatives. 


“Smart growth” is characterized by more compact and transit-oriented development 
compared to traditional suburban development. Land use changes and intensification at 
station sites often can take years to accomplish, particularly where BART station sites are 
surrounded by private property and owners make individual decisions regarding real estate 
investments. Recent BART extensions include Pittsburg-Bay Point, Dublin/Pleasanton, and 
San Francisco International Airport/Millbrae. In each case, the extensions serve growing 
communities where land uses are intensifying and smart growth opportunities are being 
created. For example, Contra Costa County recently adopted a Specific Plan for the 
Pittsburg-Bay Point Station area, and 1,500-1,800 housing units were approved for the 
Dublin Transit Center project near the Dublin/Pleasanton Station. A number of cities with 
older BART stations, including Lafayette, Walnut Creek, Pleasant Hill, Concord, and 
Hayward have revised local land use policies to encourage greater development around the 
stations. Most recently, the transit village at Fruitvale opened in 2004 as a planned smart 
growth development. The Fruitvale Station was initially constructed with a large surface 
parking lot, like that proposed for the Warm Springs Station. The parking lot property was 
subsequently converted to a mixed-use development project providing housing, shopping and 
community services, with BART parking relocated to a parking structure. As characterized 
in a recent study by the Transportation and Land Use Coalition (TALC), /t Takes a Transit 
Village, “The Fruitvale Village is now nationally recognized as a leading Smart Growth 
initiative” (TALC 2004, p. 13). 


As illustrated in the DEIS (see pages 4.8-22 to 4.8-23), the WSX Alternative, including the 
Warm Springs Station, is designed to promote and accommodate transit-oriented 
development (TOD) consistent with BART’s Strategic Plan and System Expansion Policy. 
The station is specifically designed with a flexible layout of interior “streets” providing the 
opportunity accommodate transit-oriented development at a future date. In particular, the 
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internal roadway network is designed to divide the site into a series of land use units, each 
approximately the size of a city block, which could later be developed with ridership- 
generating uses as part of a phased development. Warm Springs Boulevard, currently a two- 
lane road without sidewalks, will be upgraded to become a four-lane road with bicycle lanes 
and sidewalks (City of Fremont, Department of Traffic Engineering, 2005). Two signalized 
intersections with crosswalks are also planned, promoting pedestrian access along Warm 
Springs Boulevard and across Warm Springs Boulevard to the east. The internal design for 
the Warm Springs Station site includes pedestrian access on sidewalks along the internal 
roadway system to a central entry plaza. Eventually, the Warm Springs Station area could 
develop along the lines of the Fruitvale Transit Village, which is situated on the site of a 
former BART surface parking lot. 


As discussed in the DEIS, the City is actively working with BART and other stakeholders to 
prepare a specific plan for the Warm Springs area. The City issued its Warm Springs BART 
Area Specific Plan Existing Conditions Report in June 2004, which examines three land use 
scenarios for the specific plan area, all of which envision transit-oriented development 
around the Warm Springs station. Concept 3 in the Existing Conditions Report was endorsed 
in the TALC report, /t Takes a Transit Village. In addition, in July 2004 the City of Fremont 
adopted a Mixed-Use Development Ordinance, which is intended to encourage and promote 
mixed-use developments in order to encourage efficient land use and facilitate development 
that supports public transport. In January 2005 the City approved the Irvington Concept 
Plan, which envisions the optional Irvington BART station as a neighborhood station and 
seeks to create an intensification of land uses - both mixed use and high-density residential - 
adjacent to the optional station. All of these actions demonstrate that the City of Fremont is 
committed to utilizing smart growth opportunities. 


Private developers are also participating in the Warm Springs specific plan process and have 
already proposed high-density land uses adjacent to the proposed station site. In particular, 
the Warm Springs Transit Village proposal, which has been submitted by a group of 
landowners to the City of Fremont for consideration, would provide for the long-term 
development adjacent to the Warm Springs Station site. (See comment letter 24, Warm 
Springs Transit Village.) The Warm Springs Transit Village document proposes a transit 
village to be developed on a combined 74.5-acre site located directly east of the proposed 
BART Warm Springs Station, with Warm Springs Boulevard on the west and I-680 on the 
east. The entire site is within the boundary of the Warm Springs BART Area Specific Plan 
and, except for the most southeastern tip, is within 0.5 mile of the BART station. The 
proposal includes two alternative mixed-use site plans. The first alternative would provide a 
total of 2,150 housing units, approximately 131,000 square feet of retail space, and 5.1 acres 
of parks and open space. The second alternative would provide 1,920 housing units, 
approximately 183,000 square feet of retail use, and 4.6 acres of parks and open space. The 
transit village property owners are active participants in the Warm Springs BART Area 
Specific Plan process. The Warm Springs Transit Village proposal was also endorsed in the 
recent TALC report, Jt Takes a Transit Village. 


The Wal-Mart site is located in the project corridor, between Osgood Road on the east and 
the proposed BART alignment on the west, extending from approximately 300 feet south of 
Auto Mall Parkway toward Skyway Court. The approximate location of the Wal-Mart is 
illustrated on Figure 5-1, “Cumulative Projects”, of the DEIS. This location is 
approximately one-half mile from the BART station and is on the periphery of what is 
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considered a reasonable distance for TOD. The Wal-Mart site is outside the area of 
Fremont’s Warm Springs BART Area Specific Plan. The City’s approval of this project does 
not preclude TOD on other undeveloped or underdeveloped parcels in the area. 


Regarding the fact that TOD is not part of the WSX Alternative itself, please see response to 
comment 21-1. Both the specific plan for the Warm Springs Station area and any future 
development projects within the specific plan area are under the jurisdiction of, and will be 
separately reviewed by, the City of Fremont. However, at this time, the specific land uses 
that will be fostered as a result of the City’s planning process are speculative. For that 
reason, as noted in response to comment 21-2, the ridership model conservatively did not 
include assumptions of land use changes (i.e., TOD) expected to be catalyzed by the WSX 
Alternative, which would further enhance ridership. While there is always some uncertainty 
in projections of future land uses, the City of Fremont is actively working with BART and 
other stakeholders to encourage TOD associated with the WSX Alternative as described 
above. 


The comment is incorrect in asserting that a “mitigation measure” is needed that would 
require the City of Fremont to adopt zoning and general plan amendments with specified 
minimum densities for the station areas. Mitigation measures under NEPA are intended to 
minimize or reduce adverse environmental impacts resulting from the project as compared to 
the existing environmental setting or “baseline.” By contrast, the DEIS explains that one 
benefit of the WSX Alternative is that it is likely to attract and support TOD, in the context of 
the City’s current planning process. If the full potential for TOD is not achieved for any 
reason, one anticipated benefit the WSX Alternative would be reduced — but that would not 
cause an “impact” in the sense of NEPA (1.e., an adverse effect compared to the baseline). 
BART strongly encourages smart growth in station areas and views the opportunity to 
catalyze potential TOD as an important benefit of the WSX Alternative. However, it must be 
recognized that in the event that this benefit is not fully realized, the inability to maximize a 
desired benefit would not be an impact and does not require mitigation. 


The comment is incorrect in alleging that the WSX Alternative will cause sprawl growth. 
Urban sprawl is defined as suburban and exurban land development at relatively low 
densities that is also automobile-dependent. As discussed in the DEIS (pp. 5-42 to 5-46), the 
WSX Alternative is intended to accommodate planned growth and to help redistribute 
regional population growth in the more compact manner characteristic of Smart Growth. 
Generally, extension of a rail transit system such as BART into communities has the effect of 
concentrating growth and producing more compact development. BART agrees that TOD 
has the potential to reduce sprawl into outlying areas of the Bay Area. Through its System 
Expansion Policy, BART is committed to encouraging development at densities sufficiently 
high to sustain transit, and BART is specifically committed to promoting opportunities for 
TOD. As discussed above, BART is coordinating with the City of Fremont to encourage 
TOD at the Warm Springs Station through the City’s planning process. 


The references in the DEIS to Executive Order 12898, USDOT Order 5610.2, and other 
documents on environmental justice are not incorrect or incomplete. These documents all 
expressly address “disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental 
effects” on minority and low-income populations. 
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To the extent that denial of the benefits of a project may constitute an adverse impact, the 
Environmental Justice analysis presented in Section 4.18 of the DEIS demonstrates that the 
benefits of the WSX Alternative would not be denied to minority and low-income 
populations. In fact, the project’s benefits would disproportionately accrue to the ethnic 
minority groups, which comprise the majority (62%) of the population in the project area, 
with Asian Americans constituting the largest of the ethnic minority groups (41%). The 
white population constitutes only 38% of the total. (Please refer to DEIS Table 4.18-1 
“Population Characteristics — Race/Ethnicity 2000,” which provides 2000 Census data. 
Moreover, as emphasized by another commenter in connection with environmental justice 
(see comment 37-14), BART is a regional rather than a local transportation system. The 
WSX Alternative will provide access to the southern Fremont area for riders from any station 
in the system. System-wide, BART riders are ethnically and economically diverse. Ina 
2004 survey of BART riders, 26% identified themselves as Asian or Pacific Islander, 14% as 
Hispanic ancestry and 12% as Black/African American. Only 44% of riders identified 
themselves as white. In the same survey, 13% of BART riders surveyed reported household 
incomes of not more than $15,000, 25% reported not more than $30,000, and 37% reported 
not more than $45,000. See San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District, 2004 BART 
Customer Satisfaction Survey (pages 19 and 22). The benefits of the WSX Alternative will 
extend beyond the local populations to the diverse system-wide population served by BART. 


The commenter attaches the complaint in a recently filed lawsuit, Darensburg et al. v. MTC, 
which claims that the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) has engaged in racial 
discrimination in its funding of public transportation services (including BART) that 
allegedly favor “white suburban commuters.” The allegations in this case raise issues under 
constitutional and civil rights law that differ from the issues relevant to environmental justice 
analysis under NEPA and Executive Order 12898. (Moreover, whether or not the plaintiffs 
have raised valid constitutional or civil rights claims remains to be determined, as the court 
has not yet ruled on them.) In addition, as noted above, BART itself serves a diverse 
community as demonstrated by rider surveys. In connection with preparing its Regional 
Transportation Plan, Transportation 2030 (which includes the WSX project), MTC 
conducted an equity analysis to determine whether its planning decisions could raise 
environmental justice issues. See Transportation 2030 Equity Analysis Report (November 
2004). The Equity Analysis Report (page 6-2) concluded that minority and lower-income 
communities “will share equitably in the benefits of the Transportation 2030 alternatives 
without bearing a disproportionate share of the burdens. ... The results suggest that, across 
the Transportation 2030 alternatives, transit will serve [those communities] better than the 
remainder of the Bay Area.” 


The commenter asserts that the DEIS must be revised and recirculated to consider 
alternatives that would avoid the alleged disproportionate benefits of the WSX Alternative 
for the white population and impacts on minority and low-income communities. This claim 
is incorrect for several reasons. 


As discussed above, surveys document that BART riders are ethnically and economically 
diverse, and the DEIS demonstrates that whites are in the minority in the vicinity of the WSX 
Alternative. Accordingly it is not true that either the BART system or the WSX Alternative 
would disproportionately serve the white population. The comment claims that diverting 
resources to improving urban bus service (in particular, service by the Alameda-Contra Costa 
Transit District (AC Transit) would represent an improvement by providing still greater 
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service to a minority population. However, as discussed above in response to comment no. 
21-4, under NEPA the inability to maximize a desired benefit is not an impact (1.e., an 
adverse effect compared to the existing setting). Executive Order 12898 and USDOT Order 
5610.2 provide that environmental justice goals should be promoted through requirements of 
existing laws, including NEPA, but do not expand the requirements of those laws. While 
other laws may require separate consideration of means to improve the distribution of 
services to minority and low-income communities, the DEIS appropriately focused on 
evaluation of potential adverse impacts compared to existing conditions. 


The analysis of alternatives and impacts in a DEIS is governed by a “rule of reason” which 
does not require consideration of overly speculative scenarios. The claim that rejection of the 
WSX Alternative would benefit the minority and low-income communities represents a chain 
of unsubstantiated speculation. The commenter suggests that rejecting the WSX Alternative 
would increase the total pool of transportation funding available in the Bay Area, and that 
funding authorities would divert an equivalent amount of resources to increasing AC Transit 
service that would allegedly better serve people of color. (The comment does not claim that 
AC Transit service better serves low-income communities.) However, there is no basis for 
this speculation, and in fact that outcome seems highly unlikely. There is no guarantee that 
any federal or state funds foregone by the WSX Alternative would be earmarked for bus 
service projects in the Bay Area. Moreover, many agencies and projects throughout the Bay 
Area compete for support in the funding allocation process, and there is no reason to expect 
that the outcome of project-specific funding decisions would result in additional support for 
the specific services that the commenter urges. (See Transportation 2030 [MTC 2005]). 
Other highly ranked projects may well be given higher funding priority in future decisions, 
before subsidies to AC Transit operations are increased. Should additional funding be made 
available to AC Transit, that agency’s own priorities would not necessarily result in increased 
service on routes disproportionately serving minority and low-income communities. The 
commenter cites no particular AC Transit proposal that allegedly might benefit from the 
rejection of the WSX Alternative. 


Moreover, there is no support for the commenter’s assertion that the WSX Alternative 
competes for funding with local bus service provided by AC Transit.'° Allocation of federal 
funds for a portion of the capital costs of constructing the WSX Alternative would not reduce 
those operating funds for bus service providers that come from other sources, including 
federal operational funding provided through the state. There is no reason to expect that 
capital funds foregone by the WSX Alternative would be diverted to bus operational funding; 
diversion to highway or other capital projects would be far more likely. BART’s own 
operational funding does not compete for funding with AC Transit, since the bulk of funding 
for BART operations derives from patron fares and sales taxes within the BART District. In 
fact, BART provides operating funds to AC Transit, in order to increase bus access to BART. 
Therefore constructing and operating the WSX Alternative would not be expected to reduce 
funds available for bus operations. Bus capital improvements may be funded from some of 
the same sources as rapid transit capital improvements. However, the commenter focuses 
mainly on bus operational improvements, such as more frequent service and longer service 
hours. While bus capital improvement projects may be less costly than fixed-rail 


The commenter asserts that its comments on alternatives analysis (comments 21-11 to 21-18) demonstrate 


that people of color would receive greater benefits from a bus alternative. However, comments 21-11 to 21-18 do 
not address benefits to people of color. 


BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 2-211 
Volume 2: Response to Public Comments J&S 04071.04 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 


21-12: 


21-13: 


21-14: 


investments, the Bus Alternative summarized in the DEIS generated lower ridership and 
associated benefits (e.g., air quality), as well as offering fewer opportunities for TOD which 
the commenter advocates. (Refer to the discussion of the Bus Alternative in the DEIS, pages 
3-36 to 3-39.) 


Finally, NEPA was enacted to address environmental impacts. While adverse socioeconomic 
consequences must be considered as indirect impacts under NEPA, such socioeconomic 
effects must be proximately related to a change in the physical environment. Construction of 
the WSX Alternative would change the environment. However, the commenter asserts that 
effects on minority and low-income communities would follow from an effect on available 
funding resources—not from the construction itself. Besides being speculative for the reasons 
discussed above, a change in the pool of funding resources is not a change in the physical 
environment. 


The transportation model used in the DEIS analysis was an approved metropolitan planning 
organization (MPO) regional transportation model, derived from MTC’s regional (nine 
county) transportation model with modifications jointly developed by BART and VTA. The 
model utilized standard methodology for analyzing transit projects and documented in the 
transportation technical study, which was presented as Appendix N in BART’s 2003 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) for the WSX project. FTA expressed 
concerns about estimates in the travel demand model used in the Alternatives Analysis 
process for the SVRTC project, resulting in ridership forecasts that appeared to be too high. 
Significant changes were made to the model as used for both the SVRTC EIR/EIS and the 
WSX EIS in order to address those FTA concerns. 


The cumulative consequences of the WSX Alternative and VTA’s SVRTC project, if both 
are constructed, are addressed in Section 5.2, “Cumulative Effects” of the DEIS. Since the 
SVRTC is considered a reasonably foreseeable future project, analysis of cumulative impacts 
is required. The cumulative impact analysis was not “primary” in selecting the preferred 
alternative. In comparison to the WSX Alternative by itself, the Bus Alternative was rejected 
as not meeting the project purpose and need, for reasons described in Section 3.5, 
“Alternatives Considered but Dismissed from Further Analysis” in the DEIS, including lower 
ridership and less likelihood of acting as an effective catalyst for future TOD. The 
commenter states that the difference between the ridership for WSX Alternative and the Bus 
Alternative is likely within the margin of error for the model. The margin of error is plus or 
minus 5% as shown by the validation comparison of estimated and observed daily BART 
ridership in 2000 transportation technical study, which was presented as Appendix N in of 
BART’s 2003 Supplemental Environment Impact Report (SEIR). The WSX Alternative is 
projected to generate 7,200 new transit trips in 2025 without the optional Irvington Station, or 
9,100 new trips with the Irvington Station, compared to the Bus Alternative with 6,300 trips. 
Both with and without the Irvington Station, the difference between BART and bus is greater 
than 14%. Therefore, the difference between the ridership projections for the WSX 
Alternative and the Bus Alternative is greater than the margin of error for the model. 


Please see responses to comment nos. 21-2 and 21-3 regarding the independent utility of the 
WSX Alternative. 


As explained in the DEIS (page 3-35), BART fulfills the definition of commuter rail service. 
Additionally, the DEIS did discuss standard gauge commuter rail service but dismissed it as 
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infeasible for a number of reasons including lower ridership, increased noise impacts, and 
higher opposition from residents. These reasons having nothing to do with compatibility 
with the SVRTC project. 


The effectiveness and efficiency of the WSX as a transportation investment is assessed in 
Section 7 of the EIS. Ridership estimates for WSX are provided in Sections 3.4.5 and 4.2.5.2 
of the EIS. NEPA does not require that an EIS include detailed cost-benefit analysis for each 
alternative. BART's Board of Directors will take impacts, benefits, and costs into account in 
deciding whether to proceed with the project, as will FTA and other funding authorities in 
deciding whether to provide the funding. 


The LRT alternative was dismissed in part because it would involve longer travel times than 
BART. Regarding chauffeur-driven limousine service, not only would this be an expensive 
substitute service, but it would fail to provide the TOD benefits recommended by the 
commenter. See DEIS pages 3-34 to 3-35 regarding chauffeur-driven limousine and taxi 
service. 


Regarding evidence of TOD associated with BART stations, please see response to comment 
21-7. Regarding evidence that fixed-rail projects are more effective than bus stations in 
promoting TOD, please see response to comment 21-1. 


The California High-Speed Rail (HSR) proposal is a long distance inter-city rail system, 
offering express rail service between cities. The California High Speed Rail Authority 
(HSRA) is analyzing two potential routes through Fremont as part of the Oakland to San Jose 
portion of the alignment. The first option would extend north from San Jose along UPRR’s 
Mulford Line, which runs west of I-880 parallel to San Francisco Bay. Near State Route 84 
(Thornton Road) the HSR alignment would turn inland and cross Fremont to meet the UPRR 
Niles Line, where the HSR alignment would turn north toward Union City. The proposed 
WSX project would not affect this HSR alignment option. 


The second proposed HSR alignment option extends north from San Jose parallel to I-880 on 
an aerial alignment. At Mission Boulevard, the alignment transitions from the I-880 corridor 
to the UPRR alignment. The HSR alignment would extend northward to Washington 
Boulevard, where the alignment would go underground beneath Fremont Central Park, Lake 
Elizabeth, and portions of central Fremont. The alignment would return to grade near the 
Alameda Flood Control Channel in Niles and then extend north to Union City.'® This 
alignment, know as the “Hayward Line to I-880” alignment, is the preferred alignment.’ 
The Hayward Line to I-880 alignment between Mission Boulevard and Washington Avenue 
would run in the same railroad corridor as the proposed WSX extension. However, the HSR 
alignment is planned to be aerial, so that the UPRR, BART WSX Alternative, and HSR could 
run parallel to each other in the same corridor. No right-of way conflicts are anticipated. 


The commenter requests that the WSX DEIS should analyze two other HSR alignment 
options. The first is the Altamont Pass alignment option, extending between the Central 
Valley and the Bay Area through the Altamont Pass. HSRA eliminated this option from 
further consideration because it would not effectively meet current and future intercity travel 


'© U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Railroad Administration/California High-Speed Rail Authority, Draft 
Program Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement 
'’ California High Speed Rail Authority, Staff Recommendations, page 7. 
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demand and not adequately increase the efficiency of intercity transportation. See California 
High Speed Rail Draft Program EIR/EIS (HSR DPEIR/EIS), page 2-38. Following the 
public comment period on the HSR DPEIR/EIS, HSR staff, in consultation with the Federal 
Railroad Administration, determined that the available information supports identifying a 
broad corridor between the Central Valley and the Bay Area containing multiple route 
options and provided for further study. The corridor between the Bay Area and Merced 
would be generally bounded by (and include) the Pacheco Pass Corridor (SR-152) on the 
south and the Altamont pass (I-580) on the north.'* With the determination that further study 
is required on multiple route options, the possibility the HSRA may choose the Altamont 
Pass alignment option for its route must be considered speculative at this time. 


The second HSR alternative suggested by the commenter is a component of the TRANSDEF 
Smart Growth Alternative, submitted by the commenter as an alternative for consideration in 
MTC’s 2005 RTP EIR. MTC did consider the TRANSDEF Alternative and concluded that it 
is predicated on land use assumptions that cannot be realized without substantial government 
intervention, regulation or new incentives for housing and infrastructure improvements, and 
increased levels of public services and facilities.'” (Please see response to comment 22-3 for 
further details.) Since MTC rejected the TRANSDEF alternative, and it does not appear to 
be part of the HSRA’s plans, the HSR alignment incorporated in the TRANSDEF Alternative 
must be considered even more speculative. 


In any event, to the extent that the commenter’s proposal is intended as an alternative to 
BART, high-speed rail service is complementary to, not competitive with, BART service. 
BART is an intra-regional rail system offering stops every few miles and providing 
commuter service for residents and employees in its four-county service area. High-speed rail 
cannot provide an alternative to BART, since by emulating BART service, it would lose the 
advantages that make it attractive: few stops and high speed. 


A regional rail study analyzing the connections between various Bay Area rail providers is 
currently being conducted jointly by MTC, BART, Caltrain, and the HSRA. MTC has 
recently released a request for proposals to initiate this study, which is not expected to be 
completed until July 2007. Accordingly, any alternatives developed by this study will not be 
available for approximately one year. 


As discussed above, the WSX project has been included in MTC's Regional Transportation 
Plan (RTP). Although the funding plan includes some sources that are not immediately 
available, BART expects to work with the project funding partners to advance some of the 
these sources when the project is ready to proceed. To date, the WSX project has been 
allocated $38 million of an anticipated $195 million in Measure B funds. The state 
committed $111 million in Transportation Congestion Relief Program funding, of which $54 
million has already been allocated. The remaining $57 million in anticipated state funding is 
expected as the state economy improves. The comment is correct that anticipated funding 
from SamTrans has not been forthcoming to date. BART has been working with SamTrans 
to maximize operating efficiencies and maximize net revenues. However, if the SamTrans 
funds do not become available, BART will work with its funding partners to close the 


'S California High Speed Rail Authority, Draft Program EIR/EIS, Staff Recommendations on Identifying Preferred 
Alignment and Station Locations, pages 8-9. 
'° MTC RTP DEIR, page 3.1-37 


BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 2-214 
Volume 2: Response to Public Comments J&S 04071.04 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 


funding gap from other sources. As the commenter notes, Measure B funds may not be used 
for construction of the WSX Alternative until full funding for the rail connection to Santa 
Clara County is assured. However, the prospect of full funding for the SVRTC project is not 
“dubious.” VTA is developing a funding plan, which includes federal funding from FTA’s 
New Starts Program. In response to FTA’s request that VTA consider first completing a 
minimum operating segment and complete the remainder of the project at a later time, VTA 
has proposed to FTA a federally funded segment (FFS) of the project that consists of 
approximately the first half of the alignment, with the remainder of the project being funded 
solely with non-federal funds. FTA has accepted this approach in principle pending further 
analysis. VTA continues to work on addressing concerns FTA has about the SVRTC Project 
to gain a “Recommended” rating in the New Starts process. 
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Letter 22 
LAW OFFICE OF MARC CHYTILO 


ENVIRONMENTAL LAW 
Apel 25, 2005 
Office of Planning asd Program Development Fax: 415-744-2726 
Federal Transit Administration, Region [X & US. mail 
201 Mission Street, Suite 2210 
San Framcisoa, CA 94105 
BART Warm Springs Extension By E-mail: 
Atte: Shar Adana, Gireap Manager mt : 
P.O. Bax 12683 MS LES-21 Fax: S0-287-4747 
Oakland, CA 94614-2688 d& LS. naail 


Dear Ms, Lerman amd Mae, Achanc 


Please acoept these comments on behalf of my client, Transportation Solutions Defense and 
Education Fund (TRANS DEF), a non-governmental organization active in the Bay Area for the 
last ten years, advocating good regional planning and cost-effective transit, 


Commenters believe that DX)T's action will have grave adverse consequences for the Bay Area's 
transportation system from the imeppropriste direction of a huge percentage of available 

discretionary transportation funding io a project thel it relatively inefficient and will serve a 

emall, elite portion of Bay Area residents, This project will deprive other more appropriate ans 

fore efficient transportation projects of finding, and thereby discriminate aguine? transit 

dependant persons. In the abetract, and assuming unlimited governmental subsidies for BART, 

the system offers benefits io the region's connectivity and mobility, When cossidered in the 4 
reality of the day, where state and federal transportation funds are not growing to meet the : 
maltiqd: of moods present in the Bay Area, and where there are a number of other transportation 

foods that are oot bemg mel, this project should be carctully and closely analyzed. This is the 
requirement of federal law, however the DMEIS fails in this purpose, and thus shoukl be amended 

to more completely describe the project, fully diseloge its impacts, including cumulative impacts, 

hist amd analyse the viable alicmatives, and then recirculated in compliance with law. Any [KOT 

achon to approve this project in reliance upon the DES as circulated would be legally vulnarable 

and a disservice to the people of ihe Bay Area. 


1. Purpose amd Nood 
Acstable, complete and adequate description of the project's purposes and objectives is caicntial 2 
for an adequate altematives analysis. Although the generalized purpose of increasing transit 
MARC Canim 
PC), Pho E20 © Saran Barbers, California 0 1) 
Phone: (805) CAS © Fae: Gt) PS 
Ecrani: adr Low oii nae 
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BART Wann Springs Extension DETS Commenis 
Apel 25, 2004 
Page 2 


ridership and reducing auto met and thas the need to expand roadways is staied, Chapter 2 
impennissibly refines the project into a BAR T-only project, prejadicing any alternatives analysis 
and precluding adequate NEPA compliance, 


Commenters believe the effect of the truncating of the project purpose and need so effectively 

“define|s) competing ‘reasonable altematives™ out of comaderation (and even out of existence),” 

Simons v. Army Corps of Engineers, 120 F 3d 664 (7" Cir, 1997). Importantly, MTC has 

embraced a transportation/land use platform and ABAG has substantially revised its population 

Projections within the region as urban core areas are revitalized and the benefit of robust public 

transit services mudkes these living circumstances more attractive, and the fer flung area, gach as 
Fremont, less so. The DETS has narrowed the project purpose and description, ane] truncated its +3 
alternatives analysis based on land use and population projections that have sine hoon revised, ort 
The ABAG 2003 projections are quite different from the 2M projections relied on in the DEES, 

Note thad the 2003 projections are the basis for the MTC Regional Transportation Plan, cach of 

which are hereby incorporated by reference in these comments. The DEES fails to accurately and 
completely describe the project's scope and purpose, and thereby allow a fair consideration of 

altematives. The purpose must be updated to reflect the mos! recent population projections, and 
incorporate the RTP which draws a greater focus on smart growth and increased density in urban 

core areas, and less our | ihe fringes, including Fremont, 


Further, the project purpose and objectives avoids any consideration of the moods of or impacts to 
the transit dependant community, for whom exvironmental justice issaca are more important. 
The project purpose is itself prejadicial — providing transit access that meets the moods of 
“ehotor™ riders by “attracting riders to transit whe would otherwise use local or regional 
roxbaays.” DELS at 2-5. The only reference to equity in the project purpose refers to providing 
multi-modal access, and not ensuring that the project will not discriminate against the necds of 
the transit dependast conanmunity that is suffering diminishing service amd increasing fares, 


The current DENS fails to comider a reasonable range of alternatives, ‘This project history 

imicates thet alignment and other project featares have been modified to respond to local 

jerisdiction objections and other considerations, A nember of altcmative transportation systems 

have also boon suggested that would have lesser inspacts and higher efficiencies, inclading bus 

rapid trancit and high speed comeuster mail, f2-3 


DOT's NEPA regulations establish the contral cole of an altematives analyais in a NEPA 
envirmmental review document. 23 °C.F.K. 9 771105(b) The altematives analysts “ie at the 
heart of the environmental impact statement.” 40C.F_R. § 1502. 14/a) Friends of Southeart's 
Future v. Morrison, 153 F.3d 1059, 1065 (9° Cir, 199%). Rather than inclade consideration of 
ahematives, the DETS defers instead to another document, which the DELS purports to simply 
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Commenters and othors have raised concems that connecting BART to San Jou: at this time will 
usurp virtually all discretionary transportation funds in the Hay Arca for many years into the 
future. Conanmenter attaches and includes the “TRANSDEF RTP Alsemative™ as evidence that 
much greater public transportation benefits could be provided from directing these funds to other 
type of projects, The RTP BIR examined how changed land use aseumptions and strategic transit 
investreents provided a vishle altemative to MICs proposed RTF. Although the TRANSDEF 
aliemative was. not adopted in its entirety, and manber of the concepts have been enibraced by 
MTC, and offer a practical alicmative to the comnection of BART to San Jose, avoiding the 
extaondinary costs assocaated woth this form of transit and offering means to address existing 
dispropodtionalitics. 


Specifically, the EIS mast examine other projects that can achieve the project purposes with 

keaser environmental effect, and it is commenter's conclusion that there arc many, MTC's RTF 

inchades an intercity rail service between Oukland and San Jose that would parallel the project 

and BART's service io San Jose, MTC Resolution 1434; Draft RTP page 80, That service will 

increase bo If trains per day, While it may not offer a stop at the proposed Waren Springs 

Station, it docs possess the ability to provide regional comumater service from the Fremont arca 

both north to Qakland, where transfer to BART is possible, and south t San Joae. Conunmanters 

contend that this repreacets a reasonable altemative that could nmcet the propoct's inne purposes at 233 
leas Oost. “The existence of reasonable but unexamined alternatives renders an ETS ont 

imedoquate.” Friends of Southeast 's Future, sapea, 193 F.3d at 1065, citing Alaska Wilderness 

Recreation d& Towrism Ass'n v. Morrison, 67 F.3d 723, 729 (9 Cir, 1995), 


Incorporating another environmental review document by reference fails wo advise 
decisionmakers and the public of the facts, conclusions and rationale underlying the 
enviromental review document and its conclusions. The public mast go through a challenging 
process of obtaining anoiher lengihy environmental review docament, reviewing that document 
in total to identify the sections which (MOT may be referencing and relying, consider thai 
analysis, then correlate the two analyses to understand the CHES. That is an unreasonable burden 
to place on the public, and creates enormous opportumities for error if the public relics upon 
different language than that which the EIS drafters have relied apon. Language is sabject to 
differing interpretations, and the public may make a different interpretation than the one the 
DEIS drafters made. 


Commenters believe it is vaaily preferable, and required by governing law, that DOT inchode the 
altcmatives analysis language that they have telied upon in the DEIS. At o mininwm, the DEIS 
should comiain: |) a readily available web site and physical address where the referenced 
document may be reviewed: 2) ihe specific page numbers and other citations to the precise 
langage and analysis that the DETS kas relied upon; and 3) a summary in the DEES of the 
critical Eacte, the analysis and the conclusions that the DELS relies apon in ita conclusions that 
lbere are no other feasibe altematives, ‘The DES" mere aanimary of conclusions Gxils to apprise 
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the public of the analysis and allow a ontical testing of the underlying fhets, aszamptions and 


conclusions. 


Additionally, the BIS mut identify and disclose potential adverse effects from BART‘s 

wurpation of a comidoribte portion of available transportation fies, and the cffect that the 

direction of a lange proportion of regional transportation funds io a single project will have on ia 
ober projects that arc responding to other transportation requirements but must compete with the cond 
immediate project for fiands. This disclosure is ieepcuiont in indlenling tha peed to mone 

carefully examine alternatives, including aliernatives that might be able to provide the basis 

Project purposes, perhaps not in the same atyle, but af a fare reduced cost, liberating fiends to 

meet the needs of the transit dependant. 


3. Cunulative Impact Analysis 
A. San Jose BART Service 


The DELS is devoid of analysis of the cumulative cffreta, both direct and indirect, of the plansed 
oxtension of BART to San Jose and beyond. While the DELS attempts to address some of the 
impacts from the WSX project, if must ales examine the same sorts of direct and indirect impacts 
that will occur from ihe extension of BART to San Jose and beyond. These impacts result from 
reasonably foreseeable future actions and thas mast be identified. 40.C.F.R. § 1508.7. 


Bi, Development in the Warm Springs station region 


The DBS (ails to adequately analyze a lynch-pin of this project's environmental review — ite 

growih inducing impacts. Currently, ihe Warm Springs arca ia Largely suburban. The Bay 

Area's Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) has reeepnized, aa have thousands of 24 
ther communities and as is documented ina myriad of academic and research reports, the 

hencfite of using “smart growth™ principles in land wae design. One such smart growth land usc 

tool is “bramnsit-oniented developmecnt” DCT haa discovered this, and it is even addressed on the 

“brain ioc 


i. nesources/#129 $184 ENG HTML him ‘While the DEIS makes vague references to the use 
of tranait-oriented development, there is no mechanism to assure it will take place or be 
effective. In the absence of these mechanisms, history has shown these to be false promises that 
are rarely brought ti fruition. 


Sagnificantly, the project inchades a parking garage for over DAM cars. This clement of the 
Project will be a major indirect sxunce of traffic and ar pollution. It is apparent from the DEES 
that smart prewth amd tramait-orienied dewelapment is not being required of imposed in the WEX 
station region, ard thes the sunrounding land uses will largely remain kew density suburban 
sprawl. Sprawling suburban land use patterns are highly inefficient — requiring greater municipal 
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TeRMunoes bo service andl a higher increment of natural resources, Emengy and water 
is higher, sewage ancl trash generation salt eg sar PT and public 
presen oie ie irate eat rips i 


DEES mist desonbe the likely adverse environmental consequences of its decision on the WSK 
ation — substantial amounts of inefficient land use development in the area surrounding the 
saben. ‘This sprew! necessitates auto-dependant transportation patterns, including such actions 
as driving short distances to the BART dates, which actaally can increase emissiona duc to 
cold-start/hot soak phenomenon. These features impact air quality and traffic congestion. The 
DELS thils to consider as ciber mitigation or an alermative a mandate increasing the density of 
housing inthe inmodiate arca carrounding the station. Each should be included in the EES. 


DOT shoukd mote thal MC's RTP “conditions Resobution 3434 discretionary funds allocations 

on local governments taking steps to implement the Smart Growth Vision through general plan 
amondments and zoning changes, This ecw approach bath responds io the Bay Area's acute 

housing shostage and pets the moet “bang for the buck” out of these coatly rail transit 

extensions.” Draft RTP, page 3. MTC could not eo condition fumds for the BART extension as 

they had been previewsly progranimed, but DOT can and should employ the sane strategy in 4 
conditioning its discrctionary funds that are used for BART extensions. Ctherwisc, the weak and fet 
unenforceable recitations in the DEIS will have no mitigative effect. 


c Usurpation of Funding and Displacement of Osher Neecssary and Beneficial 


‘The DEIS fails to address an important indirect effect of DXOT action. The Bay Area 
CXPCTICOCGE More une! transit needs than it has financial reanances to address, RTP at 33, 
attached as Exhibit |. The vast majority of the anmiet tranait moods are experienced im 
communities that have high percentages and proportions of ponsons of low income andlog of 
olor that rely more extensively on public transil (han more affluent amd Anglo populations, 
Thisproportional impacts to these oommunities implicate environmental justice issues under state 
ane ae ‘The impact of this project upon these “target™ populations must be articulated 
eiRigatod 


‘Curren bevels of public tranuit fonding is inadequate to need the needs of target populations, 
leading to lawsuits, public unrest and angst among these populations. See Exhibits 2-5, RTP 
DETR pages 31-14, 31-16, and 3.1-20 and the RTP Equity analysis Report, page $31, 
respectively. The BART extension involves commuting apwards of $7 billion — well over half 
ofall transit funds identified in the Regional Transportation Plan for the next 25 years. RTP, 
page 35. 
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As articulated in the TRANSIDEF alternative to the RTP, the allocated of a greater proportion of 
available transportation dollars to ihe noods of these target popalations can, in Gect, ackdress may 
disproportionalities and provide nore overall poblic transit to the Bay Arca, Seo Exhibit 6-7, 

RTP DEIR Appendix 0.1 and FRIR pages 2-17 & 2-18. In essence, BART is a very inefficient 

ee of linmited transit funds, and the commitment of finds to BART excludes the potential tio 

fund other more efficient projects. The DELS must address this significant adverse consequence. Zid 


Addiponally, NEPA requires disclosure that thia project will require the mretrievable 
commutment of considerable financial resources that will foreclose other transportation options 
and benefits, This issue mast be addressed oxplicaily in the ELS, 


These issues must also be addressed in the propect’s financial element, which oherwies omits 
critical information concerning the propect"s impacts, 


4. Segmentation 


ft a8 folly to label the WX altemative, and the Warm Springs tomini, as possessing i 

utility, The region surrounding the proposcd Warn Springs termini is largely undeveloped, as 
reflected by the fact that much of the external infrastructure will be built at a futare time. There 
ino indepemdcnt wtility from baikiing a highly growth-inducing infrastracture in an 
undeveloped arca. Recitation to statements of legislative intent do mot create a purpose for a 
project, but, in this case, reflect the intense pobitical nature of a multi-billion dollar public transit 
project, The only “indopendent utiliny” of WSX is to serve as a stepping stone to the San Lose 
BART coanection — a 6 billion plas propect. The entire Fremont to San Jose BART coanection 
is the propect, amd DMT has omitted a complete cvaluation of this project's impacts by addressing 
this interconmected| project in pieces, 


DOT has committed a fatal error in segmenting the Fremont-WSX segment of BART extension 225 
from the WSX-San Jose segment, which coincidentally haa boon proceeding along a nearly 

perfectly parallel track, with the CEQA environmental impact report certified in December Sid 

amere 3 months pror to the date af the instant documens. 


DOT's environmental review regulations mandate that “[t}o the fullest extent possible, all 
environmental investigations, reviews and consultations be coordinated as a single process, and 
compliance with all applicable exvironmmental paquircments be reflected in the environmental 
document required by this regulation.” 23.C.F.R. § 771.105{a). 


The DENS asserts that “[i]he courts have recogmized that linked regional transportation 
improvements arc comment y cambed oul incrementally in a series of projects on phases, 
implemented in some cates by different agencies, rather than all at once. An individual 
transportation project may be separately reviewed under NEPA if it has “independent tility (ie, 
the project does not depend upon comection te another project for its justification and meed) and 


BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 2-221 


Volume 2: Response to Public Comments J&S 04071.04 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 


BART Wann Springs Extension DELS Conments. 
Apel 25, 2005 
Page 7 


in “hogical termini” (6, termini at locations where there is acccas to the project, not isolated 
locattons that only make seme when connected to the other project." DGIS at 5-2 to 3-4, 


The DETS (ila to cite the cases that support their assertion, and none have been found based on 
Commentor's research. The W5X is far from possessing independent utility, and the projects are 
inextricably linked, as observed by EPA in their May 24 comment letter, DXOT is well aware 2.5 
that BART‘s extension to San Jose has been the desire of San Jose officials for decades, and ort 
BART bes worked very hard to achieve this result, in spite of extraordinary costs and very 

limited projected ridership. Projected ridership at WSX is very limited, particularly in 

comparison to San foes, What would bo the BART ridership to San Jose absent WSX? Zero, 

This assertion of independent utility is simply not supportable. The DEIS kas a duty to disclose 

af relevant information, including a meaningful cumulative impacts analysis, This has been 

avoided in the instant document, and cannot he condened, 


The DES must inched a “best overall public interest™ provision in its analysis. This analysis 
philosophically underlies alll DOT trantportation decisionmaking, and ia codified at 23 ULS.C. § 
LOS(h) pertaining to highway projects, however the same Language and purpose is recited in 
DOT's generic NEPA regulations that control here, at 23 C.F.R. § 771.005, “It is the policy of 
the [DOT] administration that: (a) [all environmental reviews and ixeues| be coordinated as a 
single process, and compliance with all applicable environmental requirements be reflected in 
the environmental document required by this regulation [and] (b} alternative courses of action be 
evaluated and decisions be made in the best overall public interest based on a balanced 
consideration of the need for safc and efficient transportation; of the social, economic, and 7-6 
environmental impacts of the proposed transportation improvement; and of national, State, and 
local envireemental protection goals.” 23 C.F. § 771. 10c(a) & dh), 


‘Thus, in addition t NEPA compliance, the DEIS. must contain a public interest evaluation which 
Coniders, iter alice, accial and economic impacts. Commenters believe that the WSX project, 
and iis correlative extension to San Jose, will have sabstaniial and adverse social and economic 
effects. Specifically, the lower income communities, that are experiencing growth af the same or 
higher rates as the region, will experience continuing redactions in the levels of transit service 
ewer tine. The financial resources necessary to trensedy these social effects — increasing the 
nimber and quality of bus service — will be unavailable due to the WSX ond San Jose 
extensions” comumptios of all available discretionary transportation diellars, 


The degradation of transit service for transit dependant commanitics will worsen their economic 
vasiby, increasing unemployment and umder-employment aa the lack of adequate transportation 
will reduce the size of the area that a transit dependant applicant may reasonably seck work, 
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Representatives of the environmental justice community have consistently asserted that MTC has 
improperly advanced funding for expensive chobce transit eysiem. to the detriment of transit 
dependant community needs, MICs response has been to offer token grants under its 
Tiramspertation for Liveable Communities program. MTC awarded grants of shout $40 million 
bo this, while the extension of BART to San Jose will cost more than $4 billion, As 
transportation funds have become bess available and more competitive, it takes a higher and cont 
higher diversion of discretionary finda to hoop the BART extension alive, and once the WSX log 

is approved, the extension to San Jose may be viewed as a forgone conclusion. The DELS must 

review and analyze this issue before allowing the irretrievable commitment of nearly $700 

raillion to the WEA extension, 


DOT regulation allow the use of federal flands for mitigation of those project impacts associated 
with the federal portion ofthe project. 23.0.F.K. § TT1105(d). The DELS fils wo articulate with 

any precision what the DOT or BART consider to be the federal elements of the project (ace 

project description and panpode comment, above) and thus the federal mitigation requirements, _— 
and compliance, remain a mystery. Federal funding for mitigation is only available when the : 
Administration makes an affirmative determination that: “The impacts for which the mitigation 

is proposed actoally result from the Administration action.” 23 771.105(dM1). Significantly, the 

EIS for the other leg of this project, WSX to San Jose, fails to similarly articulate [XT must 


revisat this analysis in the instant ETS, 
Por all the reatons stated above, TRANS DEF reapectiully requesia that FTA revise and 
fecirculate the DETS. 
Suncerely, 
Sr 
Mare Chytilo 
Appendix 


Exhibit 1: Transportation 2030 Draft RTP, p, 3 

Exhibit 2: Transportation 2000 DEIR, p. 3.1-14 

Exhibit 3: Transportation 2030 DEIR, p. 3.1-16 
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Exhibat 3: Transportation 2030 Equity Analyaia Report, p. 5-31 
Exhibet 6; Transportation 2030 DEIR, Appendix 1.1 
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Out of pocket savings 

Oul-oF-pocket user benefits shows both positive and negative effects. Given all outof. 
pocket costs, both the Financially Constrained and Project Alternatives provide 
communities of concem with an annual per capita savings when compared with the Ma 
Project altemative ($4.82 and $1.77 respectively). However, the out of pocket conte 
associated with the TRANSDEF alternative show a negavive wilve Per capila per year 
(-519.68) compared to the No Project alternative. This means that although wsers incur 
travel time savings as indicated above, their out-of-pocket costs (traneit fares, ate 
operating costs, parking coats and tolls) under this altemative increase based on the 
Pricing Slrategies associated with thir alternative (auto costs likely outweigh transit cost 
redections « $e¢ Section 4.2 Transportation 2030 Allermatives, pg. 4-4), 


Fore! User Benefits 

Total user benefits is calculated by adding travel lime benefits to cul-oFpockel costs, OF 
the three altematives, the TRANSDEF altemative yields the highest total benedit for 
cormTunites of concem, while the remainder of the Bay Area benefits mead fram both 
the Projeca and TRANSDEF altematives, which are roughly equal, This may be due to 
the assumptions associated with each alternative, such as the pricing concepls that reward 
tram use and discourage road use included in the TRANSDEF alternative, which tend to 
benclit densely populated areas. 


= 


___Trasiperiation D010 Alternagive 
mae ally Constrained | Frojeci TRARSDEF | 


Kommune of Concern 
Teste! Time User Beneiats 
Out-ef-Pesloet Cost User Bene fies 
| Total User Benefira 


omnainder of Day Area Commvsnitics 
Travel Tire Ler Deenefits 
‘Oyt-of-Pocket Get Laer [benefits 
Teaal Utier Boenetits 


* User benedits ave relative oo the Transportation 2020 No-Project Altemative, 
*Uicer Eecreite are annual per copirs Rewer fete ie DMM corsitard dollars. 


5.5 Vehicle Miles Traveled and Emissions 

The purpose of thes indicators is to summamnize velicke miles and mobile source (motor 
vehiche) emissions occuring within communities of concem, comparing the results te the 
remainder of the Bay Arca. 


The indicators used for the analysis are derived from the daily and AM peak period 


(6:300.m. ~ 8:30 a.m.) MTC forecasts. Mobile source emissions are estimated using a 
Calitormia Air Resources Board emissions factor model. 
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Exhibit 6 


Appendix D.|: 
TRANSDEF Smart Growth Alternative 


This appendix prevents detailed information about the alternative supplied bey the Transportation 
Solutions Defense and Education Furs (TRANS DEF), a tramsportaion advocacy crgamizanioe, as 
provided for in the Sericmeat Agreement amd Release entered into by TRANSDER, Cirlrens fir 
Better Environment (CBE), Bay Area Air Quality Management District, and MTC in March 2004. 
TRANSIVEF has defined an alternative set of land use and transportation planing assumpticns 
aimed at enhancing transit uit, biking and walking as preferred transportation modes in the 
furure. This is to be achieved by concentrating new residential development in existing turban 
areas, implensenting pricing strategies to dicourage wuts use while increasing the attractiveness 
of transit, biking and walking, and expanding certain aepects of the regional bus and rail transit 
network in ways TRANSDEF believes would be more cost effective thar current propotals, 


TRANSDEP hat developed its own set of land use aivamptions for this alternative, which are 
different than those used in the Propeied Project and the other fowr EIR akernatives. These land 
ut assumptions have not been reviewed by local gorennments or by the public and ane now the 
curren sot of land ase projections adopted by ABAG (Projections 300). 


The TRANSDEF alternative seeks to redistribute growth in the region within existing cities and 
within the footprint of existing development. In many cxisting neighbor ho Bee 


Smuan Growth Straccgice Regional Livabilsty Footpring Project (called “Smart Growth Project” for 
shart), ore of three conceptually different land use altermatives that were inétially considered! 
Derclopment it clustered along transit corridors and at transit nodes. Over the next 25 years, thin 
aliemative assumes that the imercading value of land will lead to the densification of arterial 
conndors all armand the region. 


To enable the TRANSOHEF altermative's demographic assumption to be comparable with the 
Proposed Project amd the other alternatives evaluated im thia EDR, total pobs, employed residents, 
howeholds and howschokd population are the same at lhe ABAG Projections 200% regional totals. 
However, TRANS DEP reduces the total residential land use by $3400 acres, from 651,800 dered on 
Projections 2003 to 994,000 acres in the TRANSIDEF alternating, TRANSDEP reduces the total 
acres of residenela) band isers in meral (leas than 500 persons square mile}, rumal‘subarban (500 ta 
1,000 persons per square mile), soburban (1,000 to 10,000 persons per square mile), and urban 
(10,000 te 20,000 perssna per square reile) areas bat increases it in the urban core (greater than 
20,000 pemaens per sqearc niles) where generally good transit service ia available. In addinion, 
TRANSDEP increased the net residencial denalities (howsebolds per neadential land ase in square 
roilea) by $9.8 percent. from 3,029 bouscholds per square male in Projections 2009 to ‘As? 
heuschelds per square mile in the TRANSDEP alternative. A. main strategy for accommodating 
new growth is the redevelopment of low-intensity wees along casting arterial soreets served by 
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esta inte eniced-tse commercial and howsing, partiquludly meli-fienily, comdominiams, and 
townhenses, A byproduct of chit higher density isa reduced seed for howsebolde io own multiple 
wubos, which is reflected in MTC's auto ommershap forecaste for the TRAN SDEP albermative. 


To become regional policy, these changes would need 0 be adapted by ABAG af part of a fenare 

jenidacions through General Plan and roming revisions, There are no regulatory mechanism in 

place to require local jurisdictions bo make wach change. TRANSOVEF believes that MTC has a 

role in accomplishing these land wee changes by withhokding certain federal and state 

ee ee neceuury revishons to their local 
Pel, 


FUNDING ASSUMPTIONS. 
Camontted Furrals 


Hitoncally, MTC has included all fully fended projects in the financially constrained eberment of 
the RTP. This imchoades projects that are folly funded as a result of begedation of voter action, oF 
art included in MTC's Guneding priccities for the mext three pears (Le. included as part of the 2005 
Transportation Inprorement Program). 


In comtrast to METC's aseumpdions, TRANSDEF considered the list off comminied projects to only 
inchods projects cunrenaly under comsunuction or projects that are under contract for construction 
by 2htd. Thos, TRANSDEF's act of committed projects i significantly amaller than for the other 
alternatives. TRANSDEF usee the mosey assigned to these projects for other propects it has 
defined. 


The financially constrained element of the Transportation 2030 plan includes funding for new 
projects with revenwes expected to be avaalabbe im the fienare (these projects were lonown as “Track 
1 in previous regional transportation plams but are gow referred to ad “New Consmitenents” in 
this EIR). 


TRANSDEF’s set of new committed projects is significantly umaller than those included im the 
Financially Constrained alternative, which will provide the basis for the Tramsportateon 20% 
Man's cooformary analyse. 


County Transportation Safer Tar Expenditure Plans 

TRANSDEP alto examined the proposed set of projects in varioas county transportation sabes tax 
copenditere plana in Contra Costa, Marin, Sonoma, Soleo, and Sam Mateo countics that will be 
voted on in November 24. TRANSDEF did not commder these projects er IRATEDen if 
approved by the voters. To implement the alternative set of projects proposed NSIDEF, a 
Bew measure would need to be placed om the ballot to revise the approved seq of projects at a 
furure date, 


Er 
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The TRANSDEF alrernative inchudes (1) 170 projects out of a total of 242 projects MTC conden 
comumnaited; (2) 217 project: owt of a total of S44 projects that are not fully handed and rely on 
Geure tnnaportaion revenge! (called “Track 1" projects in past RTP s); and (4) 42 projects out of 
a total of 92: proposed sales tat projects. In summary, TRANSDEF deleted a qoaal of 261 projects 
from the Proposed Project. A total of 19 projects were excluded from the financially comarained 
element, and a tetal of 62 proposed sales tax projects were excloded from the vision clement of 
the Transportation 2030 Plan, Many of the excluded projects are projects approved by the voters 
ad part of a county tranipartation tales lax mecavure ane Regeonal Meauared | aeed 2, which paved 
tolls to $2 dollars and $4 dollars, respectively, on Bay bridges to band bridge improvements and 
related congestion reliel improvements within the bridge comidors. See Table D-1. 


Proper added by TRANS DEF inchode 
* = «Comennecr a commector from westbound 7380 and 1-254 io southbound oma Route 2S, 


« Cosetnact an underpass of Mission by Jackson and Foothill at the Roun E38, Reune TES 
ane! Rogie 92 intersections just south of downtown Hayward. 


«# Widen Route 92 bridge to four kanes casthownd aver 1-830 10 handle the afternoon peak 
weave of cloverteal traffic 


Tramsit Progects: 


«® New Bus Rapid Tras (BRT) for Comma Conta 

© New Diesel Multiple Unat (DML) for the East Contra Casa County (Dela corridor) and 
Wallejo-Mapa 

* New San Francieo Musi C-Line BAT 

© New Bus Raped Transit for: Vacaville, Faurfield, Benacia-Wallepo, Santa Rosa-Sebastopal, 
Cotati-Robnert Park, Petaluma, Novato, Central Marin. Pacifica-South San Francisco, 
Son Muteo-Poster City, Belmont-Redwood Ciry, Menko Park-Palo Alto, Livenmone, 
Pleasanton, San Ramon, Oakland Airport, and Cal State Hayward 


* Mew High Speed Rail line using Altamont Paci corridor for entry into the Bay Area 


Funding Summary 

The badget for the financial comptrained clement salle eed are erhwage sill 
(Proposed Project) is $1.15 billion. The proposed sales tox expenditere plans, which appear in 
vision element, have a fotal value of $5.7 billion. TRANSDEF excluded 199 Committed and 
“Track I” from the financially constrained and 62 proposed sales tax projects fron the wiston 
element. This resulted in a surphas of about $10.4 billion, which would be applied towards the 
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irae operating and capatal costt avicscated with the mew cand ierace proposed by 
TRAKSDEP. MTC ertimates the transit operating and capital coats to be about $4.2 billion. 


Transit Transfer Pelici, 
TRANSIDEF sought to clininane coat aa a barrier to riders transferring between trumuit routes and 


between transit epvtema, Instead of changing passengers to transler wing the mew univerial fare 
card Tranalink), TRANSDEF ageames riders do ned have bo pary fe tranue, 


PRION PRCA S 


TRANSDEF proposes several mew transportation pricing policies will be implemented by the 
appropriate agency with the nequidine authority to encourage a whi im travel from angle occu part 
vehicles to transit, ridesharing, or bike/walking: 


*  $2.00/day for parking at several high-demand BART stations (implemented by BART). 

- Housing dreclopments vide cach reaident with a moethly tramait pass at a reduced rate 
eineilar oo VTA a Boo program. Reidents pay for the eco pass af part of rent or 
homeowner association fees (implemented by cities ax part of their dewdopmens approval 
proceet 

* All employers offer a transit subsidy of $5 per day in liew of free parking, typically koown 
aa “parking cash out”. (implemented by cities through a local ordinance or caber 
regulation). (Mote: thit was modeled by MITC as a daily cong Gor employees to park, since 
the tandier of income from employers. to employecs cannot be modeled in MTC's travel 
demand modeling system). 


TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS 
The TRANSDEP altemative includes a daffercen mils of regional transportation projects and 


programs than the Proposed Project or other alternatives, Deflerences in the TRANSDER 
alternative, relative to the Proposed Project, are outlined in the following subsections, 


HIGHWAY PROJECT SELECTION METHODOLOGY 


In general, the TRANSDEF alernative does mot invest im major roadway capacity increasing 
projects (meaning projects with a cow ower $5 naillion, unless they ame already under contract for 
commtraction of are being paid for by developer mitigation funds), All safety projects included in 
the Proposed Project are handed. Ramvp metering in the region wat alag atoursed 


TRANSIT PROJECT SELECTION METHODOLOGY 

A network of new “Rapid Bus” lines was defined for ihe regions to aceve higher denaaty 
; in corridors along major arterial. Several new light rad services were added to 

conmect various eoemumitie: Service on bocal bus routes ib doubled on many lines, and 

improved patienger amenitics, including ceal time arrival information, are made available for bus 

passengers throughout the region. These mew lines will likely require new sources of operating 
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foods, which would mot be available in under the financially constrained element of the Proposed 
Project. TRANSDEP aceumes that certain funds which are currently avaglable for oonenructbon af 
transit and highway projects, but net for trast operations, will in the fatare be available for 
opermting new rand sericea proposed by TRANSDEF, 


Rapid Bow 

Eapid Bus service is intended to make transit we more attractive by upgrading bus service in 
heavily traveled aerial corridors. Transit Preferential Seneca will speed buses bey prewiding rant 
pruority at traffic signals, queue jumps, optimized bas sope, improved pavement, and exclusive 
‘bus lanes where needed. Low floor buses and raised sidewalks may provide one-step of mo-step 
entry and buses will have snore doors make loading and unloading faster, Prood-of-payment will 
at they are designed to serve significant activity cemiers where people are already congregated. 
Because Rapid Bus i haved on Uenibed stop service, underlying local service in many communities 
would be netained and im some cases improved as well, 


in Marin, Goldte Gate sercice would be increased, lechoding 15-manuse headways along US 101 
between Nowato and San Francace, Raped Bue lines woukd ran through the cities of Central 
Marin, and also in Nowato, Im Sonoma County, Rapid Bus limes would run in Petaluma, Cotati, 
and Rohoert Park, along with a trunk Rapid Bis ecrvice from East Santa Rows bo Sebasopeal, 


A sew Rapid us line would eomnect Mare diland, Vallejo, Benicia, and the Capital Corridor 
invercity trang. Dt would meet the Vallepo-Mapa rail servier af the relocated fiorry terminal of the 
foot of Lemon Street in Vallepo, Rapid Bus seeder alae weveld cizculave fron Capleol Corridor 
train stations in Pairfield and Vacaville along improved artonals, connecting mew infill growth oo 
city conten 


(meral Contra Costa County cies woald be served by a looping Raped Baas system, connecting 
Walnut Creek, Comcond, Pleasant Hill and Martine. All BART mations would be served, along 
with a major new urban comer assumed to be developed on and around the San Valley Mall. 
Souler community cenies ane aimed to dewlop at ealiting snip malls and along 
wrilerdeveloped arterials 


In the Tri-Valley area, three new Rapid Bus lines would serve Livermore, Pleasanton, Dublin, asd 
San Ranson. Cosnections would be made to all BART vations asd the new Altamont HR 
itations on Isabel Averue ia Livenmore and at Vasoo Road. All major enaployment centers would 
be connected, including Bishop Raeck, Hacienda, and Lawrence Livermore National Labe. 


Santa Clara County's existing bus system would be overlaid with a new Raped Bus network 
serving the busiest lines. The Great Mall en Milpitas and Eastridge Mall in East San Jose would 
serve ag bookends for a revitalized conndog of hounes and businesses. 

Like San Jose, San Francisco ao would have a new Rapid Bus network overlaed upon is Ibusiest 
Hines. fn many places, continoout 24-bour bea lanes would replace existing bus lanes. The Central 
Subway woald be replaced with a new C-Line Rapid Bus, and would combine the three limes that 


os 
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sere (Chinatown and March Beach (30, 4, 45) The sew C-Line would operate on exchasive lines 
from "“Windon Bay and the Tramebay area through SOMA, downtown, and Chinatown to North 
Beach. From Nosth Beach, the lime would loop over Russian Hill into Cow Hollen and back via 
the kelorina and Fibenmen's Wharf. Stockton Street in Chinatown. 


ha the Bust Bay, several AC Transit Rapid Bus lines would overlay several of the busiest local limes 
fram Fremont morth to Albany, including lines on Hesperian, MacAuther and [neernational 
Boulevards. Headways would be reduced on a namber of Lines throaghout AC Transat’: two 
Cony trie: acca, A new Raped Bus line would link Hayward’s BART sation to Califomnia State 
Uniwenty, Hayward, supporting development of a minedsese corrider and boosting Cal Snite 


enrollanent. 


Fait 


The TRANSDEF alveraacive would not fund any af the caenrenaly planed BART caenaiona tn 
Warm Springs and Sam JosefSanta Clara. Modern DML (Diesel Multaple Unit) service using self 

propelled cart on cosventional rail tracks were selected for certain corridor: desigeused by 
TRAD SIDEF for significant growth, 


Caluuis was eleorified and frequency of service increased w BART bevels throughout the day, 
Caltrain sereice between Sam pose and the Transbay Terminal would inclode a mix of local trains 
running every 15 minutes and “Baby Bullets" express trains, runing, ewery Mi minute: San Jone, 
Redwood Cry, Millbrar, and che Traswhay Terminal in San Francine also would werve proposed 
High Speed Rail (HSE) trains (funding for che initial segment would be voted on im a statewide 
election in 2iMie), 


Te the Morth Bay, the SMART train (ehach wuld alee ase DM equapronat) wah! link Sonoma 
and Marin Counties, running from a new fenry terminal at San Quentin to Cloverdale. SMART 
would replace all rankling Golden Gate Transit service in Soeormu Cousity, 


The Route 29 radl corridor betwen Vallejo and North Mapa would be improwed with DMUs on 
ihe cxiting rail ine. Traine would wart at a nelocased Vallejo ferry terminal and serve the 
communities between Vallejo and Mapa. They would go to a terminal om the nowth wide of Mapa, 
The Vallejo-Nupa DAU would comnect to the ferry to San Francisco, to deliver touriads to the 
Mapa Valley, where private coaches would circulate berween wineries, horels, and DML stopa. 


The Delea cities of Comtra Costa Couety would be tied into the region with a mew DML raal 
gypitem nunming between Mork Concond BART and Brentwood. Development in the caine part 
of the coanay would be focased arqund chis line. 


The TRANSDEF altermative hands projects that would provide accessible paths of travel for mew 
twansdi lines and improve paths of travel bo exiting transit. Making fied route ansit service 
mare accesible for persona with diswbilities would lint com increaie aeociated wath providing 
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complementary ADA paratramsit service. Such public works improvensents aloo would emhance 
the walkabiliry of many acaghborkeod environs. 


High Specd Rail 


To more people long distances across the region. the TRANSDEF alternative relies on a few key 
projects and o redeployment of existing services. The TRANSOEF alternative ssaunses that a 
stutewide High Speed Rail (HSE) syrem will be operational within the next 75 years wd will 
eater the Buy Arca using the 1-580 Altemene Corridor berween the San foaquin Valley, In would 
ineplace the existing Altamont Commeter Express trains, tie into BART (via very short cotenssans) 
in weet Livermore and Preneont, and conmect Freneont amd Sam Jose. 


Farries 


The Water Transit Aothority’s propowed fenry routes, which are part of the Propowed Preset. 
would oot be imcleded in this altermative. with the exception of mew Beery service from San 
Quentin to the Ferry Busldieg (this would operate on Mominute beadways). Other existing 
eorvicgs woth remain in place. 


o.F 
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ADD TO BIBLIOGRAPHY 


TRANSDEF 2004. Website: Transdelorg 


MODIFY APPENDIX OD: TRANSDEF SMART GROWTH 
ALTERNATIVE AS FOLLOWS: 


Introduction, page D-1, paragraph |, sentence |: 
_ eens Communitics fora Better Environment (CBE)... 


Land Use Assumptions, page 0-1, paragraph 3, sentence Ti 
However, TRANSDEF reduces the total land area developed for residential land use by... 


_ but ineneades it in the urban core (greater than D000 persons per equare miles)... 


Land Use Assumptions, page 0-2, first full paragraph, last sentence: 
TRANSDEF believes that MTC has a role in accomplishing these land use changes by 
wabhelding certain federal and state discretionary funds from bocal jurisdictions that do 
heir local plans, god providing other discretionary 


Wh 


fot make the necessary revisor be 1 
woenbives tor] OIG. IE 


Funding Assumptions, page D3: 

Trinasit Protects: 
New hese] Multiple Unin (DMU) for the Bast Contra Coma County (Delta corridor), 
Sonoma-Marin (SMART), and Wallejo-Napa. 

Pricing Programs, page D-4, paragraph |, senbenes |: 
TRANSDEF proposes several new transportation pricing policies wil to be inaplemented... 


r-ett eee TFC RPC CP STC STC ST ST SE SES SE ee ee SE See eee eee ee eee ee 
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Tranepertation 2030 Figs Mina! Eavivonmeacal Impact Report 


Transit Project Selection Methodology, pages O-5, paragraph |, seneemee |: 
Rapid Bus 


Transit Projece Selection Methodology, pages D-§, paragraph |, seneemee 4: 
Rapid Bus 


iid buses will have more doors to make loading and unlowding faster, 
Trangit Project Selection Methodology, pages 0-4, paragraph continued from previous 
page, last sentence: 


xockion Suet in Chinatown js given over exclusively to delivery vehicles and transit 
service, 


Figure D.2-1, page D-4 |: 
Title is revised to read: Comparison of Employment Density Projections - 2030 
MHOGIFY APPENDIX €: PROJECT LISTINGS FOR THE 


TRANSPORTATION 2030 PLAN AND ALTERNATIVES AS 
FOLLOWS: 


Indicate the inclusion of SMART commuter cal project (projecd # 22000 and 22513) in the 
TRAN SDEF Sanart Growth allermative. 


MODIFY APPENDIX F AS FOLLOWS: 


State Agencied Reaponiible for Managing Biological Resources, page F-t: 


oly 
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Response to Comment Letter 22 


22-1: 


22-2: 


22-3: 


Please see responses to comments 21-10 and 21-11. 


The statement of purpose and need in Chapter 2 of the DEIS is not impermissibly narrow or 
tailored to ensure a BART-only project. The stated purpose and need for a proposed action 
will be upheld unless it is unreasonable. In this case, the purpose and need statement is 
comparable in scope to that of many transit projects. As pointed out by this commenter (see 
comment 22-3) and other commenters, alternative transit systems such as bus rapid transit 
also may be capable of satisfying the stated purpose and need. A bus rapid transit alternative 
was rejected from detailed consideration, not because it was inherently unable to meet the 
project purpose and need as framed in the DEIS, but because prior analysis demonstrated that 
it did not perform as well as the WSX Alternative in meeting that purpose and need (see 
DEIS pages 3-36 to 3-40). 


As the commenter notes, the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) has updated its 
projections. However, both previous and updated ABAG projections support the statement 
of purpose and need. The 2003 ABAG population projections for 2010 are slightly lower 
than the previous 2000 projections. For example, population estimates for Alameda County, 
Santa Clara County and the City of Fremont were reduced by 1.3 percent, 1.6 percent and 3.7 
percent respectively. However the 2003 ABAG population projections for 2020 are 2.8 
percent, 3.6 percent, and 0.7 percent higher than the previous 2000 projections. Job forecasts 
for Alameda County, Santa Clara County, and the City of Fremont also are generally higher 
in the 2003 ABAG projections than the previous 2000 projections for both 2010 and 2020. 
The increased population and job forecasts for 2020 demonstrate a greater long-term need for 
the project than indicated by the 2000 projections. As the commenter notes, ABAG’s 
updated projections are incorporated in the most recent Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), 
Transportation 2030, issued by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) on 
February 23, 2005. The DEIS relies on the updated RTP (see DEIS pages 2-2 to 2-3), and 
the WSX Alternative is included in the RTP (Transportation 2030, page 85). 


The commenter claims that the project purpose of attracting riders from automobiles to 
transit is itself prejudicial, apparently based on the assumption that members of minority and 
low-income communities do not travel by car. That claim is unsupported and over-broad. If 
the commenter were correct, all transit projects intended to help relieve traffic congestion 
would be discriminatory. Regarding the diverse communities served by the WSX Alternative 
and the BART system generally, please see DEIS section 4.18, “Environmental Justice” and 
response to comment no. 21-10. Congestion relief would benefit minority and low-income 
drivers, and project benefits associated with reduced automobile use (in particular air quality 
improvements) also would benefit minority and low-income community members who do 
not drive. Moreover, as the commenter notes, the WSX Alternative is designed to provide 
multi-modal access including bus bays at the proposed Warm Springs Station and optional 
Irvington Station (see DEIS pages 3-9 to 3-10 and 3-13 to 3-14). 


As explained on pages 3-34 to 3-39 of the DEIS, the prior analysis of reasonable alternatives 
in the Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) remains applicable. In the scoping 
process for the DEIS, FTA and BART solicited comments on the scope of alternatives to be 
considered, including the Bus Alternative previously considered in the SEIR. (See Notice of 
Intent, 69 Federal Register 18150, April 6, 2004.) With the exception of an “interim 
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busway” proposal discussed in the DEIS (pages 3-39 to 3-40), none of the scoping comments 
or comments on the DEIS raised alternatives or issues regarding alternatives that were not 
addressed in the SEIR. Accordingly, the DEIS appropriately relies on and incorporates by 
reference the prior analysis in the SEIR. NEPA regulations and DOT policy encourage 
incorporation by reference in EISs. In particular, recent DOT policy encourages reliance on 
prior planning and analysis documents to select the alternatives to be evaluated in a NEPA 
document. This policy is intended to promote a better linkage between planning and 
environmental review efforts and to help reduce unnecessarily duplicative analysis. See 
FHWA-FTA Program Guidance on Linking the Transportation Planning and NEPA 
Processes (February 22, 2005). 


MTC has included the WSX Alternative in the updated RTP, Transportation 2030. The 
TRANSDEF Alternative was proposed to MTC as an alternative for consideration in the 
environmental review process for the RTP. In an EIR prepared for the RTP, MTC rejected 
the commenter’s proposed alternative. To the extent that the commenter is now proposing 
components of the TRANSDEF Alternative from the RTP EIR as an alternative to the WSX 
Alternative, the TRANSDEF Alternative does not appear to satisfy the project purpose and 
need. According to material supplied by the commenter in Exhibit 6 of the comment letter, 
under the TRANSDEF Alternative, AC Transit would overlay the busiest bus lines with 
Rapid Bus lines from Fremont north to Albany. In Santa Clara County, a new Rapid Bus 
overlay network serving the busiest lines would be created, focusing on the area between the 
Great Mall in Milpitas and Eastmont Mall in East San Jose. The TRANSDEF Alternative 
material does not demonstrate how alternate transit service would be provided in the WSX 
project corridor, which is between southern Alameda County and Northern Santa Clara 
County. 


In any case, MTC’s conclusions in the RTP EIR were correct and are relied on herein, 
consistent with DOT policy. On page 3.1-37 of its RTP DEIR, MTC concluded that: 


...performance of the TRANSDEF Alternative is predicated on land use assumptions that can not 
be realized without substantial governmental intervention, through regulation or new incentives to 
create public funding for housing and infrastructure improvements and increased levels of public 
services and facilities.... Unresolved conflicts with local General Plans, community character and 
local economic development objectives also would affect implementation of the land use 
assumptions. 


In addition, the RTP DEIR notes that the funding reallocations proposed by TRANSDEF 
would require voter approval or rejection of prior voter mandates; that some proposed pricing 
strategies, such as parking cash-out, are expressly limited in application by state law; and that 
the alternative assumes regional funding commitments to specific projects established 
through years of planning and public involvement can be overturned, and the public will 
accept a new set of transportation priorities (MTC RPT DEIS, page 3.1-38). A detailed 
breakdown of the four components of the MTC transportation rating shows that the 
TRANSDEF Alternative is the least beneficial alternative in terms of average travel time for 
work and non-work trips and vehicle hours of delay, key indicators of how the transportation 
system is performing for the typical traveler (MTC RTP DEIS, page 3.1-36). 


The intercity rail service identified in MTC’s RTP, to which the comment refers, is the 
Capitol Corridor service. The project includes track capacity and frequency improvements 
designed to allow 16 daily round trips between Oakland and Sacramento/San Jose. Capitol 
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22-4: 


Corridor service was considered as an alternative in the DEIS (pages 3-34 to 3-35), but it was 
rejected because it would not provide service to Warm Springs (as the commenter notes) and 
because the Capitol Corridor is designed to provide inter-city service, not local service. Even 
running sixteen times daily, the Capitol Corridor would not deliver the benefits of more 
frequent BART service. 


The DEIS does present the critical facts, analysis and conclusions relied on from a 1992 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and the SEIR (see pages 3-34 to 3-39). The analysis 
need not be incorporated in full in its original language, which would defeat the purpose of 
incorporation by reference. The DEIS cites the section in the SEIR on which it relies; see 
DEIS page 3-36. Copies of the 1992 EIR and SEIR were sent to all members of the public 
who requested them. The commenter identifies himself as representing the Transportation 
Solutions Defense and Education Fund (TRANSDEFP), which received a copy of the SEIR 
and commented on the SEIR extensively (see Final SEIR, pages 2-49 to 2-56). 


The commenter is incorrect in claiming that the DEIS fails to analyze cumulative impacts of 
the WSX Alternative together with the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor (SVRTC) 
project, or growth-inducing impacts. The entire discussion of the SVRTC project in the 
DEIS consists of cumulative impact analysis (see DEIS Section 5.2, “Cumulative Effects.”’). 
Growth-inducing impacts are also analyzed in the DEIS (see pages 5-42 to 5-46). 


Regarding the prospects for transit-oriented development (TOD) and smart growth, please 
see responses to comment nos. 21-1, 21-3, 21-7, and 21-8. Regarding the Warm Springs 
Station parking garage, please see response to comment no. 21-7. Regarding sprawl growth 
and mitigation, please see response to comment no. 21-8. As noted above, MTC has included 
the WSX Alternative in the updated RTP, Transportation 2030. The WSX Alternative was 
also included in the list of recommended projects in MTC Resolution 3434, the Regional 
Transit Expansion Program (RTEP). As discussed in the DEIS, the WSX Alternative is 
consistent with the criteria contained in MTC Resolution 3357, which were utilized to select 
the recommended projects in the RTEP (see pages 4.8-15 to 4.8-16). Please see response to 
comment no. 22-3 regarding MTC’s reasons for rejecting the TRANSDEF Alternative. 
Please see response to comment no. 21-7 regarding the steps the City of Fremont is taking to 
implement land use plan changes that are intended to promote TOD associated with the WSX 
Alternative. 


Regarding environmental justice, please see responses to comments 21-9 through 21-11. The 
commenter cites the Equity Analysis Report prepared by MTC for its RTP. That report 
concluded that minority and lower-income communities “will share equitably in the benefits 
of the Transportation 2030 alternatives without bearing a disproportionate share of the 
burdens. ... The results suggest that, across the Transportation 2030 alternatives, transit will 
serve [minority and lower-income communities] better than the remainder of the Bay Area.” 
Transportation 2030 Equity Analysis Report (November 2004, page. 6-2). As noted above, 
the TRANSDEF RTP Alternative was rejected by MTC. 


The financial analysis in DEIS Section 7 appropriately focuses on the financial aspects of the 
proposed project. Were any reasonably foreseeable and non-speculative impacts to result 
from project funding, those would be appropriately discussed in the impact analysis, not as 
part of the description of the financial plan for this project. Please note that the WSX 
Alternative would cost $678 million without the optional Irvington Station, or $757 million 
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22-5: 


22-6: 


with the Irvington Station— not over $7 billion. Commitment of fiscal resources was included 
in the list of resources that would be irretrievably committed by the WSX Alternative. Please 
refer to page 5-49 of the DEIS, which cites the irretrievable and substantial expenditure of 
local, state and federal funds. 


Please see responses to comments 21-2 through 21-5. Citations to court decisions are not 
commonly included in EISs. Numerous cases on the issue of transportation project 
segmentation under NEPA discuss the need for “independent utility” and “logical termini.” 
Please consult the leading NEPA treatise by Daniel Mandelker, NEPA Law and Litigation 
(second edition, 1992), for a survey of the relevant case law.’ One noteworthy case is 
Taxpayers Watchdog, Inc. v. Stanley, 819 F.2d 294 (D.C. Cir. 1987), in which the court 
rejected a segmentation claim regarding the Los Angeles metro rail system. 


EPA’s May 2004 letter noted that the WSX and SVRTC projects appeared to be “connected 
actions” to an extent that required further evaluation of the criteria considered in the 
segmentation cases; 1.e., independent utility and logical termini. EPA concluded that the 
issue warranted further discussion, but did not make a determination that it would be 
improper to consider the two projects in separate NEPA documents. EPA has given the 
WSX DEIS its most favorable rating (“Lack of Objections”). (Please see comment letter no. 


1.) 


Projected ridership on the WSX Alternative without the SVRTC project would be 7,200 new 
riders per day in 2025 without the optional Irvington Station, or 9,100 with the Irvington 
Station. These ridership projections are not “very limited,” but are similar to those of several 
comparable projects in FTA’s New Starts program. (Please see response to comment no. 21- 
2.) A cumulative impact analysis of the WSX Alternative together with the SVRTC project, 
as well as other projects, is presented in the DEIS (pages 5-2 through 5-42). 


As the comment indicates, the specific requirements of 23 U.S.C. section 109(h) apply only 
to highway projects. The DEIS is intended to satisfy the requirements of NEPA and the CEQ 
and DOT regulations implementing NEPA, and provides sufficient basis for taking 
environmental considerations into account in decision-making as required by NEPA. The 
commenter suggests that something more is required, beyond NEPA compliance, but 
identifies no additional legal requirements affecting the DEIS or the decision-making 
process. 23 C.F.R. section 771.105(a) is a general statement regarding the scope of 
environmental documents, which is prescribed in more detail in 23 C.F.R. sections 771.123 
and 771.125. There is no requirement that an EIS must contain a separate analysis under the 
heading “Best Public Interest Analysis.” 23 C.F.R. section 771.105( b) refers, not to the 
scope or content of environmental documents, but to the decision-making process. The DEIS 
does contain information and analysis concerning environmental impacts and public benefits 
in order to inform decision-makers and the public pursuant to NEPA. BART’s Board of 
Directors will take impacts, benefits and costs into account in deciding whether to proceed 
with the project, as will FTA and other funding authorities in deciding whether to provide 
funding. 


Regarding environmental justice, please see responses to comment nos. 21-9 through 21-11. 
Regarding the SVRTC project, please see responses to comment nos. 21-2 through 21-5. 


°° Daniel Mandelker, NEPA Law and Litigation (second edition, 1992), sections 9:13 through 9:!5. 
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Since the WSX Alternative has substantial benefits and independent utility without the 
SVRTC, funding of the SVRTC is not a foregone conclusion if the WSX Alternative is 
approved. The decision whether or not to approve the WSX Alternative does not constitute a 
commitment of resources to the SVRTC project. 


22-7: All mitigation measures of the WSX Alternative prescribed in the DEIS would constitute 
mitigation for environmental impacts resulting from the project and would be eligible for 
federal funding as appropriate. Certain additional mitigation commitments carried forward 
from the SEIR that exceed federal requirements may not be eligible for federal funding; for 
example, noise mitigation at locations where noise impacts exceed BART standards but not 
FTA standards (see DEIS page 4-13-15, footnote 1). 
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Letter 23 


Lorraine Lenman 

Office of Planning and Program Development 
Federal Transit Administration, Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 2210 

San Francia, CA 4103 


BART Wann Springs Extension 
Attn: Shan Adams, Group Manager 
P.O) Box 12683 MS-LES-71 
Oakland, CA MG04-2588 


Re: Draft Wann Springs Extension EIS 


Dear Ms, Lehman and Ms. Adanis; 


Urban Habitat has been active in the Bay Aurea for the last ten years, advocating for 
equity. environmenial justice and cost-effective transi invesiment decisions. The 
proposed Bart Warm Springs ((W54.) is the first step in funding the meas expensive 
progect on MITC's hist, the San Jose extension. This reflects a disproportionate 
funding trend that favors white subusbamites wah relatively high incomes while 
underfunding bus systems that are mainky weed by low-income manorty city 
dwellers. “Thin is al heart of the pending laws brought forth by Phillie Advecates, 
Comoumtes va, WTC, By siopping both the WAX. and the San Jose Hart extension, 
funds will be made available to reprontize MTC planning that reflects an equitable 
and efficient distribution of limited transit dollars. 


Lirhan Habitat i concemed that thes is an extremely expensive project with 
disproportionate henelits to wealihics communitics af expense of the health and well- 
being of low-income communities and communities of color, The “Environmental 
Consequences “ section on page 4.13-3 is incomplete, it doce mot take inte account 

23-2 | the long tenn impact of allocating such a lange share of transit expansion funds that 
only benefit seme reder. As part of the pending lawauit, plamtiffs assert that many 
low-income rider cannot afford BART. These riders wall recerve bith: or mo benefit 
from WSS. Further, the anon of regronal funds needed for WSX will 
consume a lion's share of regional transit dollars that could be made available for 
bus expansion services for many hew-income urban residents. We recommend that 
the FTA urge BART to do a complete environmental justice analysis of the 
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inequitable effects of investing scarce transit dollars for WS. om low-income: 
communities: and communities of color, 


We have already seen how the HART to Millbrae extension has failed to deliver 
ridermhip results, while ft has delivered o much higher cost than expected, If we wan 
le bring convenient, cost-clfective public transit to the Bay Area we need to 
prioritize more sensible investments such as ART or High Speed Rail that produce 
better results at amuch lower per unit cost for all Bay Area residents, 


The altermative analysis is fanwed since the EIS ndershap data is based on 
information from VA's SVRTC, which the FTA has publichy eriticized. 
Additionally a real alternatives analvars should not only be based on ridership data, 
but alo on a side-by-side comparizon of ceat-effectivencss and the subsidy por 
passenger for altemadive modes. 


Finally, WSX plan des nel propose a plan for trom onenied development or other 
amart growih benefits. The WSX planning process had not included a public 
eutrench effort to develop a meant growth plan, The City of Freemont hos approved 
a Wal-Mart development within the station area, demonstrating a clear lack off smart 
growth planning. Furthermore, a 2.000 car parking let is inconsistent with ihe 
commitment to a pedestrian bievele mixed-use development 


We strongly unge the PTA amd BART to reconsider the approwal af the project. ‘The 
long-tern negative impacts of WEA on future transit services for hew-imeome 
communes are ineverible. If we are to create a world-class equitable transi 
system we need to look beyond BART and sernoush; comader cost-efficient 
ahiematives 


Sincerely, 

Juliet Elles 

Executive Director 

Urban Habitat 
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Response to Comment Letter 23 


23-1: 


23-2: 
23-3: 


23-4: 


23-5: 


The commenter’s claim, that WSX Alternative is the first step in funding for VTA’s SVRTC 
extension project, is incorrect. The DEIS’s conclusions regarding the environmental benefits 
and impacts of the WSX Alternative do not rely on the construction of the SVRTC project. 
The two projects are independent, as explained on DEIS pages 5-2 to 5-3, and the WSX 
Alternative is analyzed as a stand-alone project throughout DEIS Chapter 4, “Environmental 
Analysis ’and Chapter 7, “Financial Considerations.” 


In addition, it is not correct that funding the WSX Alternative would favor “white 
suburbanites.” As the environmental justice analysis in the DEIS demonstrates, the majority 
of the population in the WSX service area consists of minority communities (see DEIS pages 
4.18-6 to 4.18-10). The environmental benefits of the WSX Alternative would accrue to this 
population and there would be no disproportionate effects on the health and well being of 
minority and low-income communities. Please see response to comment no. 21-10. 


Please see response to comment nos. 21-10 and 21-11. 


Ridership on the BART extension to Millbrae has not achieved the projections forecasted in 
the mid-1990s, when unusually strong economic growth was anticipated, as a result of the 
subsequent downturn in the local economy. By contrast, the ridership projects for the WSX 
Alternative are based on more recent growth projections incorporated into transportation 
models. As discussed in the DEIS (page 5-43), based on ABAG’s 2002 projections, although 
the recent economic downturn has limited short-term job growth, the long-term forecast for 
addition jobs and population increase is substantial. This growth is anticipated to generate 
continuing demand for transit improvements, which the WSX Alternative is intended to 
accommodate. 


A Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) alternative was evaluated and rejected as summarized in the 
DEIS (pages 3-36 to 3-39). Regarding high-speed rail, please see response to comment no. 
21-17. 


Regarding the ridership model, please see response to comment no. 21-12. 


NEPA does not require inclusion of cost effectiveness information on alternatives in an EIS. 
The 2003 SEIR contains cost information on the bus rapid transit alternative, which was 
eliminated from reconsideration in the DEIS based on the analysis in the SEIR (see pages 5- 
31 to 5-32 of the SEIR). 


The comment appears to assume that having specific transit-oriented development (TOD) 
plans already in place is necessary in order to support the DEIS conclusions. That 
assumption is incorrect. The WSX Alternative is anticipated to promote future TOD, but 
TOD is not part of the WSX Alternative and the projected ridership and associated 
environmental benefits of the WSX Alternative would occur without additional transit- 
oriented development in the vicinity of the stations. Future TOD would be expected to 
substantially enhance ridership and associated environmental benefits beyond those discussed 
in the DEIS. Please see also responses to comment no. 21-17. 


Future TOD projects are under the land use jurisdiction of the City of Fremont. As discussed 
in the DEIS, the City of Fremont is developing a Warm Springs BART Station Area Specific 
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Plan and is considering high-intensity residential and/or mixed-use developments near the 
station. In January 2005, the City approved the Irvington Concept Plan, which envisions the 
optional Irvington BART station as a neighborhood station and seeks to create an 
intensification of land uses, both mixed use and high-density residential, adjacent to the 
optional Irvington station. The City’s planning processes demonstrate its commitment to 
smart growth and have included public outreach efforts. The proposed WalMart store, 0.5 
miles from the Warm Springs station, is at the outskirts of the zone in which transit-oriented 
development would be expected to occur and will not preclude successful transit-oriented 
development on the many other undeveloped or underdeveloped parcels within walking 
distance of the proposed station. The Warm Springs station parking lot would not be a 
permanent barrier to the potential for future TOD projects. Construction of surface parking 
represents a limited investment which can easily be replaced with a parking structure to 
accommodate specific TOD projects. For example, at BART’s Fruitvale Station, land 
utilized for a parking lot was converted to TOD uses with the construction of a parking 
structure. As characterized in a recent study by the Transportation and Land Use Coalition 
(TALC), It Takes a Transit Village, “The Fruitvale Village is now nationally recognized as a 
leading Smart Growth initiative” (TALC 2004, p. 13.). (According to the TALC website, the 
commenter is on the TALC Board of Directors.) 
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Letter 24 
Warm Prings Transit Village 
F855 Park Avenue 
San Jose, California 95126 
408-984-4800 
April 25, 2005 peas 
is APR 2 5 2005 

Lorraine Lerman TRANSIT 8y¢TEy4 
Office of Planning and Program Development DEVELOPMENT 
U.S. Department of Transportation 


Federal Transit Administration, Regicn Ix 
201 Mission Street, Suite 210 
San Francisco, CA 4106 


Shari Adams 

Warms Springs Extension Group Manager 
San Francisco Bay Arca Rapid Transit District 
300 Lakeshore Drive, Floor 21 

Oakland, CA 94612 


Dear Lorraine and Shari: 


On behalf of Warm Springs Transit Village property owners. [ want to thank 

you for the opportunity to comment on the DRAPT Environmental Impact 

Statement (DEIS) and DRAFT 4(fé(f) Evaluation BART Warm Springs 

Extension. As a property owner group representing nearly 75 acres within the 

City of Fremont's Warm Springs BART Specific Plan Area, we strongly support 24-1 
and encourage both the funding and development of the proposed BART 
extension. We also strongly support the development of mixed use transit | _— 
onenked development at that location including resicential uses. 

By way of background, Warm Springs Transit Village property owners is a 

group of Fremont property owners and area developers including Warm Springs 

Station, LLC, Sebrato Development Companies, Animated, LLC, The Riding 

Group, LLC and Morley Bros, LLC. The group has developed a master 

planned community that integrates mixed wee opportunities consistent with 

transit oriented, smart growth and new urbanism principles. 
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April 25, 2005 
Page 2 


In conjunction with the four land use alternatives in the Warm Springs BART 
Area Specific Plan Existing Conditions Report published by the City of Fremont 
in June 2004, Warm Springs Transit Village is a proposal that has been 
submitted to the City of Fremont for consideration for the long term 
development of the group's combined 74.5 acre site in Fremont’s 320 acre Warm 
Springs BART AREA Specific Plan. This mixed use neighborhood at the future 
Warm Springs BART Station would include residential, retail and employment 
uses close to transit and other community facilities. The plan includes 
approximately 2000 new homes ranging from 60-30/dua (including 300 
affordable homes); vertical mixed use including 100,000 square feet of 
neighborhood serving retail/commercial uses; open space and other community 
amenities, The plan would enable people to live close to where they work and 
provide affordable housing and retail opportunities to Fremont residents and 
BART riders. 


The Warm Springs BART Station area is important because it presents one the 
last great remaining opportunities to plan a neighborhood from the ground-up 
for development around a new BART station within the inner-ring of the Bay 
Area. The types and mix of uses is critically important because there are plans to 
invest nearly $750,000.00 for this extension. Past policy and environmental 
documents including the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 
BART Warm Springs Extension prepared by BART in 2003 also discuss the 
advantages for transit oriented mixed use development, which include 


Increased ridership and fare box revenues related to smart growth, mixed use 
transit oriented development including residential are well documented. In 
addition, ridership related to residential uses is substantially higher than other 
wees, A recent report from the Oakland based Land Use and Transportation 
Coalition, titled “It takes a Transit Village" the organization used Wanm Springs 
Transit Village a5 a case study. The report demonstrates that the plan, 
excluding all other uses in the area, would generate $1.5 million per year in new 
revenue for BART and VTA, just from residents in the housing units alone. 
Offices in the plan and retail uses would generate additional riders and revenue. 


In addition to this letter, please include the following attachments in the 
administrative record for the DEIS: 
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Lomune Lenman and Shari Addai 
April 25, 2006 
Page 3 


* Warm Springs Transit Village, Decernber 2004 
* It Takes A Transit Village, How Better Planning Can Save the Bay Area 
Billions of Dollars and Ease the Housing Shortage, Fall 2004 


We commend you and BART for your efforts to ensure that appropriate transit 
orbented development occurs at this location. We recommend transit oriented 
mixed use development including residential uses. We appreciate the 
opportunity to work together on this important undertaking. Please contact me 
if you have questions or meed additional information. I can be reached at 408- 
253-7 6H). 


Best Regards, 


Eric Morley 


Morley Bros, LLC 


BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 2-250 


Volume 2: Response to Public Comments J&S 04071.04 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 


Response to Comment Letter 24 


24-1: 


24-2: 


BART appreciates the comment from Warm Springs Transit Village. 


As requested by the commenter, the two documents mentioned, Warm Springs Transit 
Village (December, 2004) and /t Takes a Transit Village (Transportation and Land Use 
Coalition, 2004) has been entered into BART’s administrative record. 


It Takes a Transit Village was produced by the Transportation and Land Use Coalition 
(TALC), which is a partnership of over 90 local environmental groups. The Board of 
Directors includes representatives of Sierra Club, Urban Ecology, BayRail Alliance, Urban 
Habitat, and Greenbelt Alliance. The document encourages transit-oriented development 
(TOD) as a means to provide both affordable housing and relieve a severely strained 
transportation system. One successful example of transit-oriented, smart-growth 
development is where a mixed-use development at Oakland’s Fruitvale BART Station has 
converted an old parking lot into a new urban community. 


The Warm Springs Transit Village document is a position paper by the Warm Springs Transit 
Village property owners outlining a proposal for a transit village to be developed on a 
combined 74.5-acre site located directly east of the proposed BART Warm Springs Station, 
with Warm Springs Boulevard on the west and I-680 on the east. The entire site is within the 
boundary of the Warm Springs BART Area Specific Plan, and except for the most 
southeastern tip, the site is within 0.5-mile of the BART station. The Warm Springs Transit 
Village group provides two mixed-use site plans. The first alternative would provide a total 
of 2,150 housing units, approximately 131,000 square feet of retail space, and 5.1 acres of 
parks and open space. The second alternative would provide 1,920 housing units, 
approximately 183,000 square feet of retail use, and 4.6 acres of parks and open space. The 
Warm Springs Transit Village property owners are active participants in the Warm Springs 
BART Area Specific Plan process. 
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From: faniies.wise.edu ; 

To: barhwarmspringsextension@bart.gov fis ¢ 
Date: Monday, March 28, 2005 12:44AM 

Subject: comments on the bart extension to warm springs 


SSS rrr 


Halla, 


I am 4 résident living cloeae fo the Fremont bart saktatien, I 
received 4 

flyer from the bart office, regarding the plan to extend the bart 
service 

to Wacm Spring, I would like te provide my comments on this issue. 


Songealiy apeaking, To do not think the expected high expense of the 
bart 


extention and its negative effects on community life can justify 
the 
benefit the extention will bring. 


First of all, it ta currently quite convenient to reach Warm spring 


area a1 
from the Fremont bart station, one can take the Freeway 660 of @80, 
and if 
one Prefers, there are a few local routes that can take poople to 
the Warn 
Spring area. T cannot be convienced that the extened bart service 
will 
banelit the commuters significantly. 
Secondly, the extended service will have tremendously negative 
effects on 
the life of communitios along the bart trail. The train will make 2 
nok ae 
and vibration, which will annoy people Living close to the track. 
Further, 
the Fremont central pack if a heaven for many people to relax and 
snjey 
Various kinds of sports and lelaurely activities. Laying out trail 
right 
throwgh the middie of the central park is unsightly and damage the 4 
quality 
of Live people have been enjoying for many years. Heedleas to say, 
dt will 
aleo destroy the ecological system around the area and the 
envi rence ne 2-4 
that wild life, like birds, ducks and geese can enjoy. 
hitpanedes-o0 | aden, burt porw'enabwreb OG ersiff$ Inher VC SGA SERA SIORE2S6PD,,. WO 
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Page 2 of 2 


Thereforce, I believe other public transportation services to the 
Warr 

spring area can be Geveloped or enhanced, instead of extending the 
bart 

AOrvice. 


Thanks for your time and ¢¢ngideration. 


Fan 


hitpsinetes-1 adm bart pow mail web nsf Sebo VEC TOS ASB SP SRe TSOP... SIONS 
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Response to Comment Letter 25 


25-1: 


25-2: 


25-3: 


25-4: 


As noted by the commenter, the Warm Springs area currently is accessible from the existing 
Fremont BART Station. However, the purpose of the WSX Alternative is not so much to 
improve access to Warm Springs from central Fremont, but to improve regional transit access 
in Warm Springs itself. By providing a BART station further south than the existing Fremont 
station and creating a new transit node supported by the local transit network (through AC 
Transit and SCVTA buses), the proposed WSX Alternative would increase transit access in 
the southern Alameda-northern Santa Clara County corridor. 


Noise and vibration impacts of the project are discussed in Section 4.13, “Noise and 
Vibration” of the DEIS, and the potential impacts and proposed mitigation measures are 
presented on pages 4.13-21 through 4.13-29. As noted in the DEIS, BART will provide 
mitigation for residents who would experience severe impacts associated with the proposed 
project, and for residents who would experience moderate impacts with an increase of 5 dBA. 
(For more information, please refer to the response to comment no. 1-2. 


The commenter assumes that BART will pass through the middle of Fremont Central Park. 
As described in Section 3.2, “WSX Project Location” and Section 4.9, “Parks and 
Recreation,” BART has designed the Warm Springs Extension to pass beneath Fremont 
Central Park and Lake Elizabeth in a tunnel in an effort to reduce potential effects to the park 
and city residents. The use of an underground track will substantially reduce visual and noise 
impacts to park users. (Please refer to the response to comment nos. 3-3 and 3-5 for a 
discussion of noise impacts in Fremont Central Park.). In addition, BART will provide 
temporary park facilities during construction activities to avoid interruptions to recreational 
activities throughout the construction period. 


Please refer to the response to comment no. 17-5. 
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Letter 26 


BART BART WARM SPRINGS EXTENSION 
| DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 


PUBLIC HEARING COMMENT CARD 


‘Think yoit for your interest in the BART Warm Springs Extension, Your iriput and participation is 
RECEIVED 


(Pease print: clearly.) APR 10 205 


Foo f-Aliey ¢ +e A Deeps £4 Fo/6/ = 
Shale bm LBRES\ DE Semen wk Pfboy Ph 


——_—_—_—_— 


lair din peur completed caeanent card to a propect representative at the Public Hearing of pou muy mail on fiw 
it to BART. Please fold this fore in hadi, seal with tag, and add portage before mailing. Fax comment cards to 
(Sb0) 2671747. Feel free bo and in additional sheets as needed. You may also mull your commerita to the e-mail adidress 
beh, AQ comenents muset beneceived by Sat pm on Mienday, April 25, DOS, 


BART Wier Springs Evttmaion FO. Boe 12088 MS LUS-21 Chalke, (4 -2088 
daformation Line (510 ATR- EID Fan GM TWP? idk: eee bargoniwon E-mail: barheurmapringsextenaicneitbart poy 
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San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
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Response to Comment Letter 26 


26-1: 


26-2: 


26-3: 


26-4: 


26-5: 


26-6: 


26-7: 


26-8: 


26-9: 


The office address for Ms. Shari Adams that appears in the abstract is listed as 300 Lakeshore 
Drive, Oakland, CA 94612. The address referenced, 94602-2688 refers to BART’s post 
office box address. While the street address should read 300 Lakeside Drive, the zip code is 
correct. The text in the abstract has been revised as follows: 


Shari Adams 

Warm Springs Extension Group Manager 

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
300-Lakeshere-Lakeside Drive 

21* Floor 

Oakland, CA 94612 

Phone (510) 874-7375 


Page ES-11 provides two addresses for BART. The first address, which is provided for the 
submission of written comments reflects BART’s mailing address accurately. The second 
address, which is provided for BART’s office, has been revised to say 300 Lakeside Drive, 
rather than Lakeshore Drive. 


Page 1-11 provides the address for BART’s office as 300 Lakeshore Drive. Page 1-11 has 
been revised to say 300 Lakeside Drive. Interested parties reached BART during the public 
comment process to review supplemental documents upon request. 


Page 1-12 provides two addresses for BART. The first address, which is provided for the 
submission of written comments reflects BART’s mailing address accurately. The second 
address, which is provided for BART’s office, has been revised to say 300 Lakeside Drive, 
rather than Lakeshore Drive. 


Footnote 13 on page 3-36 of the DEIS has been revised to say 300 Lakeside Drive, rather than 
Lakeshore Drive. 


The second address, which is provided for BART’s office, has been revised to say 300 
Lakeside Drive, rather than Lakeshore Drive. 


The discussion on page 4.2-18 refers to the assumptions that BART used to model future 
transportation conditions in the Fremont area in 2010. The assumptions were based on transit 
services and existing transit plans at the time BART performed the analysis (2002-2003). 
BART recognizes that some of the services or schedules provided in the analysis would 
change as other transportation agencies adjusted their services, such as AC Transit. 


BART acknowledges that AC Transit eliminated Route 253 after it performed its analysis, 
but it cannot delete it from its list of assumptions used to perform the analysis. 


The address on page 8-2 of the DEIS, which is provided for BART’s office, has been revised 
to say 300 Lakeside Drive, rather than Lakeshore Drive. 


The address on page 9-1 of the DEIS, which is provided for BART’s office, has been revised 
to say 300 Lakeside Drive, rather than Lakeshore Drive. 
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26-10: The Notice for Public Meeting, to which the commenter refers, includes the correct address 
information. 


26-11: Comment noted. 


26-12: The proposed Warm Springs Station includes seven bays for buses and transit vehicles. All 
of BART’s operation and maintenance activities will be performed in dedicated areas that are 
separate from the bus bays. 
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BAR : BART WARM SPRINGS EXTENSION 


DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
PUBLIC HEARING COMMENT CARD 


Thank you for your inderest in fhe BART Witrm Springs Extension. Your input and participation is 


mae 


Charlie Cameron Raat _owe April 21,2005 
Adidiress: 


ror. se 
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Subject: Draft EIS and Public Hearing for the BART Warm Springs Extension (WSX) 


Dear Sin'hladam, 
cence The Draft Eevironmental Impact Statement (DELS) for the proposed San Framcissa Bay Area 
mee Rapid Transit District (HART) Warm Springs Exicasion of BART through Freaaet te snchera 
ee Orta ee ety Stee Warm Springs Extension Project would axtend the BART 
the Fremont 
wate Staten han optional een af vag TT uno? Ame Warm Springs 
Bod Irani. 
res As Environmental Impact Roport and Supplenental lmepact Repeat 
a Previously prepared for this project in 1992 and 200) respectively. aitenierean 
Pe TTT peepared by BART in accordance with the California Eevironnental Quality Act (CEQA). fn 
Topline order for the project to be eligibbe for federal funding, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 
Fare id BART are the EDS to satiety the requirements of the Matenal 
ea Poticy Act of 1969 (NEPA). Environmental areas anulyzed im the [MFIS inchade, but are net 
aT limited to, the following insues: transportation and traffic impacts; the use of pariciand, 
Lune Ht inchading Fremont Central Park; biological resources and sensitive species: land use, 
consistency of proposed stations with Iocal plans and policies: potential ieapacts ip historic usd 
peaking Cu Resources: and noise and vibration impacts om horses and other sensitive receptors 
shee : 
‘Copies of the 1992-BIR and 2003 SEIR are available by reqpacat CORO ies of all 
documents refereaced in the DEIS are available for public review af the BART afters acon 


Lakeside Drive, 21" Floor, Qaidand, California $4612. Additional copies of the DEES 
svaiabie on CD-ROM sexi my be chtnined by contacting WSX Group Manager Stari Adams 


1 We anticipate the Motice of Availability for the [EIS will i= the Feckeral 

\ Mare 11, 2005. A dd—day public review peerbcedl ia (bering Sal caniican ieee mal 
and will extend from Mefarety 1 through April 25, 200, BART will bold a public hearing ta 
feather comments on the DIETS at é}) pum on April 12, 2005. ‘The public hearing will be held 
California, S436, Comments cera rural located at 371.4 Second Street, Fremont 
California, M36. Comments may 3 Writing and Achamres 
BART address above. Slasall cuieiads ene stout as i rs 
All cosnments must be received by $000 pum. on April 25, 2005, 


Thank you for your participation im the environmental process, 
Sincerely, 


BART 
APR 2% 2005 
TRANSIT SYSTEM 
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Response to Comment Letter 27 


27-1 and 27-2: The comment notes that AC Transit’s Bus Line 253, which is cited in a number of 


27-3: 


places in the DEIS transportation section (Section 4.2), no longer operates. The references to 
the AC Transit GM Memo No. 02-047 refer to a memo to the AC Transit District Board of 
Directors (February 21, 2002) that provided the results of an AC Transit ridership survey. 
The survey showed low ridership on the 253 bus line, and one of the recommendations in the 
report was to eliminate the 253 line. 


Section 4.2 of the DEIS describes the transportation conditions at the time of BART’s 
analysis and provides the assumptions that BART used to model future transportation 
scenarios in the Fremont area. Those assumptions were based on existing transit plans at the 
time BART performed the analysis (2002-2003). BART acknowledges that AC Transit 
eliminated Route 253 after it performed its analysis, but chose not to remove references to the 
253 line in order to present a comprehensive picture of modeling assumptions. The 
elimination of the 253 line and changes to other bus lines are very minor factors in the 
transportation analysis and do not change the results of the analysis. 


The commenter, Mr. Cameron, visited the BART District offices at 300 Lakeside Drive on 
April 19, 2005, to request data related an AC Transit ridership and schedule adherence that 
was referenced in the transportation section of the DEIS. BART regrets that the document 
was not immediately available, and BART representatives arranged for Mr. Cameron to pick 
up a copy of the AC Transit report directly from AC Transit, which he did the following day. 


BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 2-262 
Volume 2: Response to Public Comments J&S 04071.04 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 


Letter 28 


To: barhwanmspring sextensiongbart.qav 
From; Cautnd @acl,.com 

Date: 4/24/2005 04: 19FM 

Subject: Response to BART Wok Draft ELS 


Subject: Reject BART WSX Draft EIS 


Section Mah) of the Federal-Aid Highway Act and the statute's implementing 
regulations require a four-step evaluation of impacts and mitigation measures to 4 
ensiire thal decisions Tare mune on the best overall public inferest.? 

The BART WSX Draft EIS violates Section 10% (h) in the following ways: 

1.) False Funding Premise: Sania Clara County interests promote the BART 

Extension based upon the unstated false premise that when a local jurisdiction 78-2 
obligates itself by sales taxes to pay for a portion (in this case about a third) of 

the cost ofa public project, that alone should obligate the California and federal 
governments fo pick up the reat of the tab. 

Paving recognized the dangers of relying on local boosters way back in the 

1970s, the Urban Mass Transportation Administration (precursor to the Federal 
Transportation Administration) established a set of professional evaluation 

guidelines to govern its participation in transportation capital financing. These 

guidelines have survived to this day and are stated in the Program Overview 

Section of the FTA‘’s New Starts and Project Manning and Development 

Guidelines as follows: 

* Mobility Improvements 

Measured by travel time benefits per project passenger mile, low-income 

houscholds served and employment near stations 38-3 
* Environmental Reneliis 

Measured by change in regional pollutant emissions, change in regional energy 
consumplion and EPA Air Quality Designation 

« Cost Effectiveness 

Measured as the cost per hour of travel time saved 

* Opersting Efficiencies 

Measured by system opening cost per passenger mile 

* Transit Supportive Land Use & Future Patterns 

Measured by existing land use, transit supportive plans and policies and 

performances, and impacts of policies 

The FTA guidelines are both reasonable and valid. Because the proposed 

BART extension doesn't come vathin a country mile of meeting these eritena, 

the EIS should be rejected. 
| isti ( tion: With the recent extensions to 
Brentwood, Pleasanton and the San Franciseo International Airpesrt the 
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patronage demands on the transhay section of ihe BART system have 
Increased. [itis anticipated that normal regional growth will begin to severely 
overtax the enpacity of the entical trinsbhay section sometime in the next 10 
years. Yet BART and MTC have not as vet seen the need to deal with the 
central transhay isa cont 
Since a portion of the peaple whe would use the San Jose extension would be 

ether coming from, of traveling to, San Franeiseo it follows that the proposed 

BART extension to San Jose would do nothing but aggravate the transbay 

problem. 

Extending BART to Warns Springs and then on into downtown San Jose 

would degrade the existing irinsbay BART service. Therefore, the EIS should 

be rejected. 


Gerald Cauthen 
15 Bowles Place 
Oakland CA S4610 
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Response to Comment Letter 28 


28-1: 


28-2: 


28-3: 


28-4: 


Section 109 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act does not apply to non-highway projects; 
therefore, it does not apply to BART’s proposed project. Please see response to comment 
no. 22-6. 


As documented in the DEIS, the WSX Alternative provides benefits in terms of ridership, 
reduced traffic congestion, air quality improvements, and energy savings. The WSX 
alternative has also been a longstanding part of MTC’s Regional Transportation Plan. 
Although the funding plan includes revenue from local sales taxes, that does not guarantee 
either state or federal funding. 


BART’s proposed project is not seeking FTA New Starts funding; therefore, the FTA New 
Starts and Project Planning and Development Guidelines cited in the comment do not apply 
to BART’s proposed project. Nevertheless, the WSX Alternative is intended to achieve the 
same benefits as those addressed in the New Starts guidelines. Please see the DEIS sections 
on Transportation (4.2), Land Use (4.8), Air Quality (4.14) and Energy (4.15) and the 
financial analysis presented in Chapter 7, “Financial Considerations.” 


BART and MTC have studied BART system capacity issues for the transbay portion of the 
BART system. Studies have shown that although the transbay capacity may become 
constrained in the future, it is not expected to occur until the years 2025 or 2030. MTC 
evaluated the possibility of additional transbay crossings in the San Francisco Bay Crossing 
Study: Conceptual Alternatives (2000), but rejected an additional transbay BART tube to 
provide additional capacity as too expensive. Other alternatives for relieving constraints on 
the transbay crossing are available. 


Please note that the proposed project in this DEIS is the WSX Alternative, not an extension 
to San Jose. The commenter states that the since a portion of the people who would use a 
future San Jose extension would be traveling to San Francisco, existing transbay service 
would be further degraded. It is important to note that although a portion of the new riders 
on a San Jose extension would go north to San Francisco, a much higher proportion of riders 
would be traveling southbound toward San Jose. These southbound riders would increase 
overall transit ridership, but would not impact the transbay crossing. 
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Letter 2 


To: bartwannspring sextensiongbart.qov 
From; S2yachirmanthac oom 

Date: 4/11/2005 O7;a9FM 

Subject: Bart 2 warm springs 


Mission Bled (Destructan® 


Aa a eigen! acecent io Mision Blvd, in Miles, | have been wiggling my way through the 
Sor ucien anes sinoe the beginning of ite comsinuction. | sen net leaking forward to the 
COriinUSLS ordiock through Auguat 2005, the compieien date 


Agus arbole of 1/8 the cost of this. project is B42 milion dollars. The tearing down of lwo 
rained overpass, tunneling under ihe other radeoad averpaas and ihe widening of the Mies creek 
bridge accounts for most of fe money. The 40 foot scuncs walls devalue the adacent properties 


Gurstion is. tte the best way to sok our traffic pidiock? Spending 47 million dollars ona road 
Project of kee than i ntibe bong? 


(Once gaan | think our Gawenment priorines are in ihe wrong direction. Inslead of bryang bo 
accommodate all thes increneed trafic, we should be working on removing traffic by mass 
transportation: 


A few (Anne ego wer couldn't justify spending $40 million on comsinucting a Bast unre undies thee 
lake. Today ee spend $42 millien on rad wiiening. This dowent mate sense. SO yaar trem reves 
Our state wall be oownned entirely with concrete. Highway So and hay 4S will be called 945, They 
wall mange together. 


The government mult change their way of thinking, We wil Réver accocnmedate all the care on 
our roads. Exparkding mass faneil ie ihe only way to reheve the gridiock on our eaeways 


Extending Bart mf ihe oniy way io solve Ihe freeway gridlock problem: Auny thang ete i just a | 2a 

waste of money So. iis shop of thee Loless road projects and conceminaig on ihe ong gre 

only BART extension 

Think atat it 

Aurgdd Coorkeptt 
ba1-1273 
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Response to Comment Letter 29 
29-1: BART thanks Mr. Corbett for his comment. No response required. 
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Letter 30 


Te: barbwannspring sextensiong)bart.qow 
From; S2yachimandaoLcom 
Date: 04/11/2005 OF 41FM 


Subject: bart 2 warm springs 


Arnot shortfall 7 Oe F004 


The President fran. in a Boeing fair iroenoity bo iy aecherrireing Thani he ian camretecinbe for ena 
Preskient of the WA. | eae only one persen coming out of the Presedental aincralt wanang. that's 
cur Present, He should use smaller gincraft for non-eseenhal ties jo compere fuel and help 
clean up ihe air 3s he asks Ihe Jimerican people fo do 

Mow lets pet to [Pe jet of thee artich 

Detercenting Onene's, Gontaminated Ar, and Smog encasing the word The cars we drive 
Cues ihe conditions, By fr yer 2020 vat ant compeied fo impress the efficigney of he cars. 
by 258%, (Agus) 


Lets get real The onby wary bo retiuce emog @ io reduce gridieck on our Ireewaye. A B+ 
fruie ip, yesher-ear, now takes mone than an hut, Tie slog ared go braite: beebotes cut 1x 
tr aired then a car that constantly mare at a sieady rato of speed 
BART is the only areveor, hen are we going io expand Birt to the south bey? We are 1 
Spending Millions. of Soller wadening our Ieaaye ho BOCOmImToGate Ihe ever-increasing (alte. 
A S50 million it io wicien Minion GdMikes canyon rome (Goneinuction om the Feemary B80 6 
27 to name a few, And Bart shill dnac-ends in Frement 
Bilin of our tic dollars ane being pent on the rebuilding of the bay bridge on the 
asaumplion that an earthquake may shake il to peces. Freiwaey Gridlock i no agaumplion His 
few peal 
if vet Can hitidee SOG of ihe wehickes foc Gur few, ee will leon Ihe Qndicck Fremont 
reais armaller bua S06 of the bumes nunning, on our éireete, have anh 4 people on board and 
one of then ie the bus driver. Wf mone commuters would rane! by Bart we woukd bur begs fuel 
This will neduoe thm mig find coone's and anything @lep Thad ep Pioeing in ur aimspraeng 
I's all simple anthimetio, Ve all must change our commuting habs. The government must pet 
sefous about Gur proiderts and get the aohutions on the ctawing boards and inte production, 


AB AP 
Think about & 
dumoid Gorbett 
651-1273 
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Response to Comment Letter 30 
30-1: BART thanks Mr. Corbett for his comment. No response required. 
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From: Grasslandiadywmn@acl.com 

Ta: bartwarmspringsextensionGbart.qov 
Date: Monday, March 28, 2005 03:23PM Baz 2G: 
Subject: Warm Springs Extension 


Te wher if may concen, 

i would appreciaia the DEIS, Barl Wann Springs Extension Project Draft ElS, if you can e- 

nail it to me then, then thank you. if you need to mail: Susan RL Gearhart, PO, Box 3442, 

Fremont, CA M4529. lam very concoomed with the extension over Lake Elizabeth, we were 
ee ee Robes that it will be under the Lake a-1 
rabeth, 

Please respond, 

Susan Gearhart 

510.656.7703 


fittpymeotes-e0) aden bert. coined web Oi oe 7S Inbox oO HE DOBEDIS2RIERIGP DD wos 
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Response to Comment Letter 31 


31-1: BART initiated a Supplemental EIR (SEIR) to address changes in the project area and project 
modifications to the Adopted Project. The principal modification from the 1992 Adopted 
Project and the alignment described in the 2003 SEIR and the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) is the change from an aerial structure to a subway alignment beneath 
Fremont Central Park and Lake Elizabeth, which would reduce environmental impacts on the 
park. (Please refer to Section 1.3.3, “2003 Modified Project” in the Draft EIS.) 
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Letter 32 


_ Haxsimille Transmittal 
19: Shai. Rdegaa! From: 


_ Philip Ingber 
Tanna a a mies 2231 Via Maderos 

Los Altos, CA 94024 
‘ax Number: witlaladon. LY 7 Fax No. (650) 968-2260 


ate: G6~ /- Oyy 


lumber of Pages: (/.)_ = 


omments; fa Fhe, uu x, ee oe ae 
Aken tegkhD ar ga mee re ee oe es 
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ae SA PPE, ere pa Sal ews 
a snatlaeg Ott FR (Prowse) 
Frit Agen, frarmne a atnanel OPS. fcax Ag cacliig 
Aa acne. Viper gt) cs a ae SOB 
| “hack soe ~ 


Philip Ingber 


2331 Via Maderos 
» Los Altos, Calif 94024 
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Response to Comment Letter 32 


32-1: The commenter’s name has been added to the WSX project notification list. 
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From: “Christy Kennedy” <chynazisurewest.net> 
Ta: <bartwanmspringsextensionalbart.qov = 
Date: Tuesday, April 19, 2005 10:00PM 


Pape | of 1 
Ce Oe ae VED 
Letter 33 
APR Zo 745 


Subject: Bart starting from fremont to sacramentro should have been rearch 


years ago. 


Jevant fo matin a Comnon on all ols , And cur govorenment whe tl think his shoukd hawe boon lakeing can of 
for our people long fro aga. We need to oct more cars off fhe nad because thane ane moc — 
traffic on theses highways every day Bart should be the first thing we coukl book af: all 


bites inotes-cf) adm. bart. pow/mail'webQOO06:nsf(SInboxV2CTAGIE23}ORNTERRS256F RS... 4/20/2005 
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Response to Comment Letter 33 
33-1: BART thanks Ms. Kennedy for her comment. (No response required.) 
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rage ions 


Letter 4 


From: WM <metroidzm@gmail.com> wens 2 8 
To: bartwarmspringsextensionéibart.qov 
Date: Thursday, April 14, 2005 03:42PM 

Subject: Customer Request ; 


aaa 


I was net able to attend your public mesting but am interested in 


hearing about some of the traffic concerns, housing impacts around 54-4 
thie 

station, and other issues brought up at the meeting. I road you 

will 


be taking comments until April 25,°2005. [ was unsure bo send Ehis 


email now or on April 25. Thanka. 


Sincerely, Wilkin M. 


hhtin:/fnotes-cO)| adm. bart. govw/mail/webX06.nsi($inboxV'596I3 ADDSN0GL4E I88256FE3... 4/19/2005 
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Response to Comment Letter 34 


34-1: Section 4.2, “Transportation”, of the Draft EIS describes roads and traffic issues within the 
project vicinity, and the effect of the proposed project on traffic and other transportation 
issues. Various other sections of the Draft EIS, such as Section 4.10, “ Population, 
Economics, and Housing,” describes the existing population and housing characteristics 
along the proposed WSX alignment and the WSX Alternative’s potential impacts on housing 
and population. 


Please refer to comment nos. 4.2.1 through 4.2.23 for BART’s response to comments raised 
during the public hearing. 
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Letter 35 


To: barhvanmépringsextensiongibart.gqev 

From: Elliot Martin celliot@uchink. berkeley.edu> 

Date: O4/ 18/2005 09;19°M 

Subject: Public Comment on the Warm Springs Extension 


From: Elkict Martin 

Of Berkeley, CA 

Apeil 18, 2005 

Public Commens on the Warm Springs BART Extension 


Dear BART, 

1 would lie eo express ayy upper for the Wane Springs BART 
Extemaion. | offen osc FART a0 0 aubstitution fore rip with aca. | 
can de os ono regular hands because ART permits the carriage of 
beeveke onthe esis This impcetane freedom: has alka’ ae to wike Gare 
OF dhe “fart mile-last mile™ paoblem on many coceiecr. | eeeuld like i 
ceccumige IULET, in their system expansion, to continue tr foater andl 
encourage bhoycle mee an conyumction with mak Gram tripe. “This cond 
inchade devrng a way bo permit bieyeled by be taloen om oomemmmater nnedina bey 
opening then 10 the lait carom trai, | believe that BAHT its eniesiege cut 
oo a great market of potemmal ransit riders, by resiricting bicyche 
acces during commute hours. 


Ted ony becpehe ant TART to attend the meoat recent publse 
Cimrmmct tietting in Freeent | heard a peatharen vitugerate agai! the 
jultension eather apecenvely. His primary port, aa | recall, wap thal 
Wares Springs is an illogical terminal poster fer the iqeicrn as well a the 
focd that there is no trensit-crienoed development (TOD) inthe area. In 
addition, he poinied out thar FART (has.o poor track eeoced of foaering: 
OND, f heaerd! later hes this person eepecsents an organization that wants 
toaee the thomey pest bo high-speed rail projects, het i of course 
mules beceues any ral HSE project would require far mane funds than 
the $67S mullion expected oo be pean reward the cxincaon, Furthermore, 44.5) 
BART would serce os on execlicne rail saree along whal curently if a 
very congested connor. 


D pereenally undersiand that the Warm Speags slties fi oot an apart 
fenmonal pound, but raiher an dligeeeen of the autem for an eventual 
charge down to Sam Jose along the recently secered tracks by the VTA. 1 
would whodeheaned|ly encqurage BART to purser this further exsensicn. 1 


ed 
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world also libe to address the noes of TCH wk reepect to additional BART 
extensors. It tice this matter thet | bellieep that the critic eeentioned 
earlier has a point, BART s recent access in developing the Fruiteale 
Tit lkege ai good bepimeng, Aut there are mory stations within ike 
fain thet toproscnd the antithesia of TOD! inchading the prooimate 
Fremont station. ia important that BART do evervihing podadble to work 
with the city of Fremont to ace thad mid to high denainy residential 
development cocur im the immediate area arcane) the sation. This ia 
enitical nea only fier the maceee of the Wares Seeing tation itself, bui 

for the: future advocacy of KART expamtions, | understand that much of the 
fea around ihe sation is zoned commercial. Ido not know whether such a 
soning daccunsges of even perms maid oo high densiny residential 
development to oocer im the ares. be bbe event thas af docs donccmrage 

pach development, | would like urge BART to preeeees the city of Fremont 
fo develop the appropriate: changes on eystematic puaranions ihat TCM will 
be encouraged around the Warm Springs ame) brvingion sation. 


Te benefits of such development ae clear slong many 
onion, Treeat-onenied development encourages Fant use by placing: 
renting and homne-crning madents chose be a iran! station in which they 
fan acoms the enter eysiom without the use off car. This imprewes 
dershap and once imeprowes the balance skeet of LARD. The orerornnntal 
benefits of trans ge: ace indispulble in comparison bo aato-based 
commuting. Finally, aaccessful development, oven a sucqcsfel cffort im 
secuming fanare: ransit-orsenied developmen willl be albig boost for 
achevcates of further extensions, br they to San lose or ehewhere. | iG 
beleve that onan a commitment to the extension has been secured, that 
mmcouraging this type of development if HART s seat greatest challenge in 
imerpovermentl coordination. If pecable, dheer poli dheruld the pureard 
cimuluinecusly. 


la Sorcha, | weed eke io cepress my supepoet for this. BART 
exiengen, In tun. | hope that BART can do whas is righ for nseif and 
for all of us, and secure cnen-oricued development arcend theac sew 


Su boS. 

Sancerely, 

Eleot Matis 
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Response to Comment Letter 35 


35-1: 
35-2: 


35-3: 
35-4: 


35-5: 


35-6: 


BART thanks Mr. Martin for his comment. (No response required.) 


BART encourages bicyclists to use BART. However, a patron with a bicycle occupies more 
space than a typical patron. In order to maximize available space during commute hours, 
current BART policy is to restrict bicycles on trains during certain hours of the morning and 
evening commute. BART is constantly re-evaluating its ridership policies, but no change 
regarding this aspect of bicycle use is anticipated in the near future. 


BART thanks Mr. Martin for his comment. (No response required.) 


As described in Chapter 5, VTA’s proposed SVRTC project would provide for a 16.3-mile 
extension of BART service from the proposed Warm Springs Station through the cities of 
Milpitas, San Jose, and Santa Clara. This proposed project is currently undergoing a separate 
federal environmental review. 


The City of Fremont establishes the land uses on and around the station site through the city’s 
general plan and zoning ordinance. The current general plan designations around the 
proposed Warm Springs Station site are predominately industrial. Current land use 
designations around the optional Irvington Station site are a mixture of commercial, 
industrial and residential designations. BART supports development of transit-oriented 
development around station sites, and has been cooperating with the City of Fremont on both 
the Irvington Concept Plan and the Warm Springs BART Area Specific Plan. The Warm 
Springs BART Area Specific Plan is assessing three different land use scenarios for the 
Warm Springs Station site, one of which is a high-density residential scenario, as suggested 
by the commenter. The Irvington Concept Plan was adopted by the city on January 25, 2005. 
Please see the response to comment no. 21-7 for further information on TOD. 


BART thanks Mr. Martin for his comment. (No response required.) 
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Letter 36 
Page | of } 
From: "Michael J McGowan” <michael@xlode.com> RECEIVED 
Ta: <bartwarmspringsextensionabart.gov> MAD ? 9 a5 


Date: Monday, March 28, 2005 07:50PM 
Subject: Bart Extension 


BART Vier Springs Exhermion Project Rinpreseninineg, 


Tre a ineaond peaked ares | hanes Ait Goes Goren abbot thes project. Md like tre enliee esters fro 
[Aneemont be fern Springs to be underground. Ivor) mind aidikonal property ines be poy ter the nelelitionual a1: 
ope! of harvieg Wt urdlergrouned, 


Thanks for taking my input indo comaidernticon 


Regards, 
Mecha J Motown 


bitpoinotes- 201 edmbart.gow'mailfwebOKhs nal Sinbos VSICREGEFGSOCTSIOSE2S6F DS, Mt 
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Response to Comment Letter 36 


36-1: The construction of an underground route for BART’s Warm Spring Extension would be cost 
prohibitive. In addition, the construction period associated with an underground route would 
be much longer and create a greater disturbance to residents and businesses along the project 
corridor, as well as greater environmental effects. As described in Chapter 3 of the EIS, 
BART determined that the use of the former UP railroad right-of-way is the most feasible 
route based on engineering and environmental considerations, as it provides an existing linear 
pathway in a previously disturbed area. 
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Letter 37 


(oy Nalosdegarera FE. 
TEL The Alomeds Doeka ley CA, oe PoT 
okadaic 

April 24, died 
Te, Shri Adar 

Witt Saige Eemio Chica Manager 

SF Bay Agee Trt Dhetrit 

Mp Lakeshore Drree 

Dako, (4 A 12 
Ala Adie 


Heewith | subml my comments on Wares Springs Ratonadom DELS. 


According i NEP A's Socios 101, a calls for atadioa that meludke ancial seaponabilieyr, intorpemcrational 
eehiire, aieuabiey ind awardee, on the seen aed eg fe Eons of eeepORi ly based ce aed 37-4 
Derr ated decieboe why all fae cine eke ee OF be ibe ao 


Lining the eervice range of mike along die ennre hengih of the rate & improper im evuluating walking 
accomuibylity ance FART ia only adding ome etetion, The bane ehoudd be oY) mile radio of the etation. Sapo thi, 

gékhhone! stato hoe a dearth of any pepe onwnded dhewloperem! and wathoad any securance of ay transl 2 
enended dheelinpenend Hhae is not eran, eddie wend ao regards to the intent of Section 1) of NPA, Rpgaellateons, 


The DES" stody on tite: population mi very lrutng and of Lette mrateng i hoe of overs coy the ape 
betes the Eniiing Fremenl lo the cod of the WX project Bot nel of tise riders will mod imuterialice Been this 
red becwene BART ti not 0 iecal ape irene ayeters bun a regional epaiem. Fhedidkes moan of ei mers woe 
Pronaly be mmadiie-opper class rfets tes will aise of pemmanly cely Wo conmelte on these konger Manni tops 37-3 
Ethnic amd Gnome date metdked Gon the ners whe wend uae BART ower thie te exckenion bo desman whether 
WEX proeedee trae! bene fide oqually theough thie epotion from the snbenpgin, 


‘The (ELS glosses ever a prime alien! comedersiics of lend me development of the project bul goes oni 
milenere detaile in pegards bo nies and peri coneaenbe mooe Bor the ate, The ELS mentions BART bea 
Ine prereset ie Lue) Lier and that PART only enrages iendifieation, which is oe indy needed aca 
nm Songs and ot Iroingion Stehons, preeentty amd an the fone. AGS Station the progect wall onty bald a 
22M get paling ke covering, Moke 22 eee equaling 4 city eos et Chere ape mo Plame of eel 
peat along with afFondabey housing thal wil dereulop a eccasiiy equetable wer of AT aed ae 


The CHES dimemnce thit Fremont wall cerone arrasred W'S tation acca where it ia comrentip roned low denen ad 
elit) wath hinke cutie devekoepee. Premond bun iiewn fer cect adocede of the poute of BART mel bene 
dose link i Plane al cong i preparlion for WSL Baad Gey lune been drcmghy cette woud Mamneling 
under thee pak ove the san pete of ee Cee wonders of the Coy ns eally foe Trt Coon whe lt 
year, within 400 of mike of thie aanon, Fremcm Council hae approved a large Big Bes gate opbented Wal-Mart 
Leann option 5 thet GT emo Of ther Mann mec They olen appr 
a eedeney caglhy Pao gue cepa order) erp alec mane a haa Hee tir, 


‘The BLM plant i the only existing large nearby dreelopment, Dut they operate on acu te clock 
afte my the hochhood of @ pemeriting ART reders will bee omall Grecton of ite weelSoroe There are fem 
actioned lew-dicrnaly amilll marchoune fice type bualtings, which aber are likely bo percents only a Bro BART 
meri All the oth mis diairance that a denis mnie iat Trin Criemted Drvelopmenn (TURIN will be developed, 


DEIS proecs b iew ree by TS of only T2200 tape, [PQA 1 3.600 RCIA TRIPS FER DAY] for 
poe bike coe of 37 million The 20 parlong epasces. ail) bake fi) a ie the che 2 peas. 
The bot itself would genemate over 1/2 of the mew trips thom the 2.000 spaces becuse cach apace will generate at 
kat 2 inpe. Therefore, WSK wall de bth: to nedoce congestion and traffic: for the overs] aca for increase mn ali 
hronghcat Gain aca wall by gevater thom the tripe attracted by WEX, and frthermces WSM emccurages mute scowes. Bi Fa 


WX af $700 Million, its qatumudied coat per rcs! Gop per nee ekber for WS eculd clearly be over $40 when 
comparing the col and rideralap of BART 2 SP Millores Rateenion., Thee Final RIS coal eetemety woe a little 
over 315 per nap per new der luring & derlep of aroend T0000 per diy wath. o propel cowl of FT belo, 
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Heng, WS hes abosn iT of SAS mderhp and one costing poughiy half, WSK ooel per tap per mew rear 
ehoukd by several tarere greater, Several years age MTC dy an estate for WSK, whack come over $70 por fp 
[PST are richer 


Ake, wath ach low ridership fe operating cea! ehowld bby hegher, but mn bees of publi: operating mabey, ne 
cima ahold neque greater aibiahy than BART a owerall syatom wide aubaaty, otherense @ would be a draan 
mn BART s operating budget Santa Chere Cis, VTA bu agreed te pany the fall cos off operation andl muanicnanse 
foe tht San oe BART enlemiion Theos, of Premont really aa WON deopete it hegher opring cali, 
Fectcet sbould be onde deapons tHe ho pay the diferenor an sued euch thal WSs operation wok’ nol bea 
burn on BART's fimanoes 


a7-8 


“The [HEILS shcenkd not he speared andl Fremcent prevkies an geconed peo developement the. teh area wiih 
halanced usg of all members of eocerty ancl the pected nerdy wall prodoce prenatal wend quad GA Te 
overall fare moerery, 


Pav the fitune other mean of sonnel ahold be ander mij conaderalion in riew of of dictersoraling 
SnvEtOmenl, ccomceny, ergy reanerce, arc well being We alae ceed 8 consider Beyored 35 yeurs un hes armedy 
dons for ach a coaly pablic infrsirocnure bie BART if bok shake be viable for 0-00) yeas bo a eens ot 
eockety. 


en cepent enentolirs Se BART does wt ei eiilebies weer bal veel Severe 
only onpoarage whol Prement could and can do, Sti Pramont’s land use ame) deweiopmen! poles are 
Sazuars boanees lia exditler teparaf dvekagunenl dices larvu n beaalig cas Membstnaaeeaa Mens al MUP nae 
Qnects, Without us of ary eure’ developement of plane for mee developmen! along ects alforble 
howung tha! wall cwaly a eocilly equitable use of ART around the station, the eucgs of WSK and for the WS 
Butios to mol pomaibbe, oc the DELS would nel be appecred. 


aT 6 


fet 


Aunotiber them ifthe DVEIS questicnadlc is that the stady anticipated ney changes in bem. acrvice, herncver the Butane 
acotse shrek place pelumee on kes amo artes and one On ee eed mes thal well mepecee Ireatelty ane 
ot be a keene i a Lid ral depp et ate bey cam erred hey Mp epee. Crees el thee 
future. mol quie accens as preety demigeed A balanced aoones for ricer ie what WOSX lacks, Ther etation lawomnt 
(hos Pl creates Ioeger trp lume for Bunes 1 having Lo mavagate atvera| Blows ect te seoens the alshion, whereas, 
if be sons Wek moe drool OT the ores eneel eck ipeee be errvioe and ue rickers Bor may ane not 
deetined 62 BART on wane 60 raed! eyed BET oo other dietinotins. Ale large erpanenns parting is 6 
detement io the deeeiopmen of a goed Tramad Opened Dhevelopments. 


WX Fanding & queicmobly in bres of ecckal equity and cost-a(Pectroompes. [he ridkertap coe. over 20 years wall 
the ENG plas pew trips for all pump. 1 eis ool, fe in thee rage thet a fermi of thee wall pet om eel fare anc! if 
One Gomngmed Ghia io the eee! por saw rider if aa acne hen het thee ferry wall pet with eepplermente if withoad any 
income. iting that thie depres of mabsiiehe foe a middie—opper income commun Betanies the aoe cuperionhca acre 
congestion mi definiichy a camccee in eccul cquaty. 


avo 


a7-8 


Also a good portion of WE fling: thet is bo come from Al Co hiewee BT como on in ere 
Gat Ban Jose Exbenion (St) ie fully Pending from FTA andl other eourece. However FTA hae viewed SX hha 
dqumad fa hel pocorn” pacect Paget ee OO ocd ond qastion nlrb Anode portion of 
funding i ho oop from Sami Tend BART penn Cot bo SPC ree, ehh weak engectidd bin precatiaaay 
$144 milhow tel & cerentiy operating al a defied, GAT etal eshrnotics f will take al beeet 20 pears before any 
nvr from this operates can aves beg fo malerdeny, 


oF 


The DAES bi adhend about an obvicus dbtcreminalory multe on the mainser BART provides purleing Ie hint been 
fPrewrided means fret oe high aabiicreel. The frees bag hby snail parkeng, ba pecorino a the 
kew-iemiiny urein whens bavi imocene ot far hagher thin i cenéal cry. Presonily Ts of is BART rekon ke 
Tet Lhe pein ba the fares they pay mobs 6 of Ge poring opting oot. Ane | ad i oot 
ad right of way does ae poll from other pub finds. Lange percent of the oo pat ie ae ee oe, 
dnabded chdely, and aendors (a growing eeviog to our anciety) and many even pay an extra ooul transit fare bo 
access BART. Thie te cheurty an Eeeirommenial Justice matter that the (PES moods to adkess mooorhing to NEPA 
ppoideiings, A partong chaps that et pewere neutral ebacukdl bey neque) 


‘With this word of plang for dene: TOD gmdate to thie ett, the project andy comaidiers beaming 2 3040 a7-12 
pace warleos parking bet equaling 4 city biel wherg a Deeg Mitgeed) wey deplopemed chouk! exist, The BART 


Le 
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parking oe: wore than. baking a Park and Radke Jot.ona Freeway cut inthe suburbs oan area where developement i 
inet gpectied, [0 ie umber of for any Miartrey laee Bey bey echoed bic pant) park, ke 


‘The BART Board conenthy requires replacemes! parking based on as uresifes policy thal clos aay nee 
d@evelopment af tation seeks io replace each cunting AAT parking apace whic they eof io amend, Moat 
cities Will dio poguare additonal mumiemam parlong forthe development iteelf. Se, this ciacnnally anatain a 
Rotman! Auto Chicnted development rather thin a Teaail Oriented one whoch alll (ramet agencies ry ko adbranee. 
HART Hesaid os oper aliieg linked doeabde oppamengy vlad where they ilopled a Suatce Aiea Developed Plast 
wth Caidelnes ballon BART s Strategic Flin thal scommends Developments with greate: Tread Ch nite, 


DELS 1 Bork Saher on dae epee. when they bead anes andl tte iacal coon bas Lacks oneal 
Anus od epee to thee ee) ond eon Coon hen oer ig Bae ne ee pene nt here lopment 
at Bann Springs (8S) other Gan the parkang it, Alen thew i: no eee of whet WX well bore on BART 3 
overall eysicm, andl beclids lod ware eer There ie lack of overall nidicralap dla of overall customer profi 
aa to ART tere in tere of ime, cthenieaty, codon on poopie wath dient, wfbey need wore ten Grama fhe mace 
Fhe aed inom deta needled eon fhe stirs whe woudl oe FART ower ho new culcmeaon in mextbed ke 
dctermine whether WSK provides mune! Benefita equally corer the anb-rogion. 


The stady perfoemes iemive onahis of he pet of ecieg aed chor be, al ee he og ee foe oT 
eno hee of the ured than the io parking mets? Lange percent of the moneparking ridkees are how inocme. dlisabded, 
ekderhy, and many ower pay an estre bocal frame fare k acces BAT, ‘The BOS be cdbent abcd this obras 
@nonmmatory matter whore eubstantel pombe of (AT 2 cotimg poriong is ell scconding ip the ghudy beng 
Prowaded frog. This es clhaaly an Eeeroemental Justece roadways, Asc es greng ie hog to scoount few the future 
meee the auto od nfimeten? There is ootleng on the bam deprdead; low mcm, people of codon, dacebbed, anc) 
ermiors who are He growing ecto hoor ockety and withoul any rvadualion of thei cost benefits or impacts fie 
hs diseegerdied secice. 


Une fartier review of specie em ofthe DES And thor f weld be repeating muck of 
what J wrote initially on the OFIK, so fam inclwding comecets I wrote for the DAR ta 2002 
Jor I Selews iv ae anil! relevans and has bearing on DENS, 


lay ae need bo approach thin ene of punning and dodge moe oomprchomively as moet other developed 
ctiiet do. They bhavee imacaelh eter dcceianbiliny, wheels ba ley te pote Retell, ot coenpeaedd Bore USS whet i ee 
eononttend seth amt lity Chat see ate Lowa iteobelery bye prmmnnly by vcd dee igtnig, dev eboparecnits Bot cans, 


AD BART Lanes and (ocmeiom: were not comprebennety panned ethan an oral Regaonal pepepectres 
iefading a Gocus on goed for communities to inbrgrade laze wor bo BART woth etatom area developments thal would, 
pmeraie ridertp. AT he post aseemed if you bulk! #, they mould come. WAT claimed if wrukd attract 
omcagh rides that ft moa operete in See (lack! f promisnd thal if weak pen ao Eoquent ty (ia) 4 sncoandl 
Hey) ore aa A eee) Rha ererpone weed pet a aed Ghat, | deie'T reel that BART prcersance! all thse 
congewtion and air quality, The South ancl Fae! county portion of Almeda County ia where pollution is currenily 
iow meric and adding more auie mie vie paring eopendencd cur whole region lobe a non-wntaimen! aed ated 
sere iar quality regulon will morc peeeral over operational oo for the region. 


With Gane Tene, we Tena bo fos om Actes mther than on Motley. Bot BART and meet 
(loeets benically Gans of ores by pool Dee parle Curenily HAT hee ace dO epee 
aed) protubly a epenibly for more a pollution then aay othe oempaey in oer nego, Many eer ELAR T beripe 
chen car air bat woth whorter fap to ancl hom BART tmeder the cold tart hot ook cycle aed with 2,508) tripe 
commag i BART ations in aahor Gee peri because the val muperity of (LAUR T usera are porrmmuiers, than 
congestion ancund! the etalon adele te the pollution, 


Meta, Commuter, Light Fail, Binwiqe, and Automated Shumie have vanvig caring capitis wath @ 
comuderble range Of el oe chow on the olde, BART oo the me eapemive wheteus, Cera cli dee 
euolmive baeay eyelem which cares a: Mmy riers ae ay PART line ooet only LOM of typical Metro. In 
apan un inelhgent biray eas Come at eet |G of ther hte and carrera mone redone than ay of 


re 
cart 


arta 


a1 


aid 
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We shoakd comer Regeenal Land eet along eth Tint Aves Deepen fone: beiore comidbang any 
DART oxtemones for FART a pepeemall epee, (6 ie Cor eae aed ere aiBectiew to evtshlieh a Transl Oriented 
Danwliopren! Coney! of toning fom the begmang teore any mujer rasa eepeevernend ie comeidgred on by 
tedeweloped rather than the belicr-akeler enooondnated way we presently dowelop, offen aller the Back, 


Witte Springs Eat ieven moor inefPoctne: and mone coat. Aa pou can ace on the map of Wart Springs there 
ia lithe development Aind Feemen! bist ino! oF made any comin! of renining for famed developmen! at Warm 
Sigs even though they lines there i the developeng apill cer of capamnion of the Sibson Lediery. Alo thepe 
wie miny koe costly iternalives by coondinuieng boone cnbeting nama Lees yom can eee on other mage, bul the 
reports ashy mist on BART! 


FTA thas dapneligped epcelkent Pew Siaerd onben of how tonalite fad ond deine oh elects They 
chads > MOLI MPRCWE MENTS: 3 - ENVIROMENTAL MITTS, 2 OPERA TING 
EFFICIENCIES, 4- COST EFFECTIVENESS, 3- TRANSIT SUPPORTIVE LAND USE é- OTHER 
per vdipen inchaling eccas) cquity, and? - LOCAL FRANSCIAL COMMITMENT, Here bekow are a cone chetaile 


I> MOBILITY IMPROVEMENTS = Propected Value in Aggregate Trvel Tim Savings par Veer, “Compare 
he eee Sree io cs kd al TSM; «Deller vole ated ct elaine Matera lates ; funnel bere eared on 
Trt ond Compeuoves biedes, «Number of Low-lneoome Houscieids keuted eqn 12 Mike of Acct Pots io 
te proposed New Start Sytem «Wee Com Date on Houhokis Bekew Poverty Level 


2 EAVIECAMESTAL BENEFITS » Forecast change m polluted arel precursor emmenions and) gromibae 
pa omedoes,; -Porocad clangs in negionl mergy conte, PA Aor Chadshy Dkecignation for Begin, - 
‘Compery fimeeson of New Start i Motel and TM; - Regional emeecons forecaad for 00, hh, VICK, 
PMG, & O02 


aft 


1. ORRRATING EFFICIENCIES + Porecnl change in operaning oc! por paaaenger-meile in the forcoaa year, - 
Efiscichts Gor the one Gail eypaiem, - Compan fficincica of New Stan to eben a TSM; = Dperanng, 
‘Da Paar parm Em ke 

‘pial masene dor nee start enrcaoy anes for afEeoksd erie” ana © Mew ete Cicily, Al! connecting 
bee routes ane rao] fees; and)- Panalbel poutes ethan cone make of mere start fecal 


@  O08T BRFBCTIVENESS (CE) = Isorementad change in total copmal and opening ood per incremental 
ee aed ae Ae bond capa inreeaenn (al) fumeding’ and onal ogra teat; = heretic a7-18 
nm) tnt nee shap (on Peet year jc) Hew te the OE Meamere calculated? 


3 - TRAST SURRNETIVE LANE USE (LL - Ratings; Nigh, Medium, [Loar for 

~Fexiafing |); -Containment of apraw!, -Tranaat Sepportivy comidor policin:, -Zupportones Toning Riegelations 
fear atations, - Tord te ieplement 11! peshicine, -Porformemeg of 1. poten 

> Amoumone of local policana are! conditions (nov rating of tranat agency‘, - Docemen! costing Informuncn 
(0 NEEID for acide! analiyas, « Acer mood bo oomder: salage of projool dewelopemenal dé = Local trum 
aed LU hey 

LU disaemition - hhage, image maps, -L'! pla, -Roonomk develope! plum, -Sulion ace develope 
Pune, Dosing and development regulations Publicprivate agreements, -MIS cthet planning atudees Long mange 


Plana; 
Poet LL: LU mi: mpieaament centers ond dinates - Tramet tip generation; Pedesinan fey 
onceeruTe Tat 
‘Coakenment of Sprawl ; -Lating ae) plod LP emt and deve lopment market trends, - 
Cerwth murugement pode, - Fading ad planned peketrun Mendy developeecnit. 

Trina! Supports Carder Police -Fnecimape Trane Ocienied Daerclopmecnt, -Comide and abilion aca 
fate, ered nie and Big disney dieeelopeene, -Cerwth mumapemene, -Povleurman friendly desert: -PA REINA 
MANAGEMENT 

Seppertrre LU See State: - Tint eapporteve LL plum, Jong Ordinances and regulations » 
PPenrsing mired it and high denny denen. -Regoliticis potion pede fiendly develope 
Toals to impierent 1 poligkes >= Promction of Minced at ane high dameity development, Process for 

devekpment of coro and ean aed Pla, “Open part pen Ws ng and SSO 


PAREESG MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS: «Active publicipivate pertormhips; -Srvelepunel pecpoeals sad 
[Peeiects, -Showt and long sange drvelopment lagets 
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6. OTHER FACTORS « Degree to whic: boca Geto. polices: and progr ape on Place Peon 
mm! capstshtes - Maltuncdel amptaas of proect - Factor rkwand bo iocal and nabonal proreare aml 


succes of projects 
fusticg and equity jecga - Livable Communion Inatiativgs -- Empey Agee. - Welfare be 
Work - dant dewlepmcel opportantars - Inncvatres finencing andl pean! each an diewign bal 4718 
T+ LOCAL FINANCIAL COMMITMENT « Proposed inca! shine of peegect coats (apecial considkoeution to ala 


Ivete Tinicig died Mele fund) - Rtg of the ate aed peliebality of the cogelal Cimareceg: pli A the 
Tiancial condition of inne agency; «Total cach Mew = 20 year, -Detked peopect capetel and operating and 
Tamemancy ocet estimate; Capital and operating fimeting scurees. for new chart and eisting system «Long range 
tampon plan and TF 


SPREE, OOMMENTS: 


Pengect Propeie;: pRSte Balk: Mentions the ital expected Vickie tripa ot SOOL000 by 2024, a 2% inereane 3719 
over year DON whi ihe estimated ndorhap of WSX mi 7,200 by DIES which is quite bow for wach a lange coun. 


PEEL, Land Use Mention KAR Ts Soe Pla aed Sie Expander ad SELB ase: thee 
‘Ony of Fremont ell comin io BART: Mane and Cemcia. However te date, on Satune greet andl opportumities, 
Poorest haw shown ao action on changing land use ane deweboper! plans few higher deneatics or TCH akong the 
TART 2 wen though thee proper has thoen uncer coneateration for cer a cheque, a7. 30) 

DART Sytem fpamion Policy and Cote, Then are only a few BART Cooke os well as BART Objects 
bea amet or evident in planning by Fremont, Bapecully in term of Land Wer and Development. 


“Tranaporumon TSX wall increas rama mips, bon on ie candy 1449s. of S000 ie a Capinal con ol B64 
faillion id an anal opeTaning cont of F917 millien par year whee the Hue Aerie (BA) prides 400 
pe which (Se ot Sk) Oe oft S00) traps, costing FE million (29% of ART) oth ie eon ot oe 
oat” cet SHIR pegs oT AS operating oo by merneneng wall bey they boca) bee gerecy a ced Stl beer 
Tn one eg the ood beefs of the Peo peapectiee allematiegs @f thee is no coed for he operation? Ko will be 


considerably lem for BA Gan WSX I ales oppeus nether WSK nor FA will musterelly rretygate the fetal iia 
Gancmaghh thas cewrkiog. 


aF-21 


Wath W SX pending preter fant mdershep, wlll of pede overall radlic Congestion? H appees BART my 
have ae i, eee a ote beet thet nl ad ee Leet Mo eat de ee td et 
20 100.000 trope Grom 400,000 i ywar OGG so 800,000 crip ee 0S ad PART beeing only T2200 thee well oe 
{haan aekeleticwnal 970000 acldied auto trips, 


jPl-l4 5 SER ignonce Table 1-2 BART Sytem Ecpaniacn Crlcria where ff montiona -— Cionerats new midcrihep 
ona omieeiiccir: be with an chpective of «-Mimmunng the peed for opcaiion subealice. Adel + Demonstration 
of ee eo Bin ieee Beth ded developmen: i eg that Fremieed wall confor ke the 
Cerner. 


aT tal 


pe: ee Bee WX Aes. eerarchy. The iebenesdal bes center ed be along the major bes pote shnart 
edn? fhe Bae mised not have fio frail a cechersly rane i acess BART Stations bacacee micah boca be were 
anne! dated io BART 1 mentee gate popes ia Koes aed Bide af tage hegrarchy Gan paring bed thon is 
mo nmics of Carshoring which is 9 growing component of scopes. 


Plse, bevngion (Irv) Sta Adana: Ne mention of the Th ineseehy mento fer WEN - Carpockng, cle at 37-24 
aed ick car ara Alls, if i ai Bi aide, ere ew peeks Bae Gr of paring apace at AST 


sr 


PLT; Comelatres impacts; Combining the SRT, there monkl be o sigmificand impact, bet SELB oniy 
Deis fl kn pasting een. SVR Te MIS conceded as its prefered altemative wus the lemon of BART 
Gat would eet $4.7 Billion [now $4.2 Ball] encl that it woud generate 27,000 trips with about 5% coming from 
the Bad Bay. Vel Gere eee pep come ral ose currently opening thal cond eeachly serve much of tha 
tnvel with minor upgrades, Acoonting io SRE, the Proposed Project (PP) mderdap by 2029 ae onty 7.200 ipa afta 
ocean SEIU) million wath an areal operating ood of S|) malin ecar, Wikat ie WE Coat por tip Ber dotad ridden 
ae well gs ner dere? BAR Ts SPD cost peo mew cielers was hele cever $25 pee trap aeed the pecgect cost wae Fl > 
Tatisom, peughiy ware WEI bead bed abt 19 tes pone daily riches tn 0 earn. Meow that SPO ed 3 
Hallo he: cel per Lip pet ew dade: increases wooo dengly and. walll bee ower B21. 


BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 2-287 J&S 04071.04 
Volume 2: Response to Public Comments 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 


(PAL-8; There i a lange Peed of new dhroulopements area WS og Skyway eet witha pe | mabey race 
fet Seway Court ae ker deeeity one lore light indies development which wall nol eeerady many brane! users. AT 
Poorest Comncil apparenlly approved a brge gato onlenied Aig Bom Gecihiey W'al-Mard wilheis ite 0/2 mike ae bat 
eas fever! acoond time by Peron!’ Plemmang Commenion and apa they umirencandy oppeaee is approval 


Lara! Lise and Plammng:, piS3 ie 355, Maps provaded arc mikeashng in that they do met shew the | a7-27 
janet Of plating uted Gieiteotend an the earealie od te SER. 


pated 7) Where is the Mietion San Foes and Iremgion Manning Area? Mape de not ahow treet nmes ae 47-28 
Rother, Cand, and Adame Aves feted inthe SPI. Ane atal map deletes the Irvington Planning Anca? ? 


PAS-3 & b, Incewtral Plereng Arca Map wath etree! names bike Lopes Count or Tavs Place wath barge let 
angle deel mentioned in the murathes cannot be located. 


Nahe, the lack of cristing dnmlinnmont aad deity at WAX bi wore thin BART's Bee Pinsbirg Exieaian 17.09 
(P21) or Bast Dubin Peacanean (DP) Eceenekone, oo where will rkers come from ame po bo in eng EAT? 
he ser ood of APOC ochiding ann opening oon, the pubis ot cubenioong cock fel ip cet ee than 
hat ae provide a welline family of Garces Eo base ieee ove a peti of 3) years md the copetal coe fon SX 
enoneds WP (ee) as well an ter WEX projecked rkkerhip is only 712 of WRX oo the cost per rip is moe than 
shashiy. 


PLAUS [ appears Ge pole of Poems Cencral Plan Fe Pld ee od beg poreeed, BART coredor 
haw been welll defined for more than a decady yet Fremont has done btlle towards fe plonmg and development for 
aden: cortices or dation aca thal woud develop the petemary tkrlup te hove a vibe BART Extrenion a7 .80 

What fi the relnonahip and teamediacy of Promoe! Conteal bine Daerect mentioned ithe OP Pobicics ane 
he Milena CAD Acca Conceptaa! Padeatrian Conectice Pia? 


(PSE Threading thecugh the desorphom af Fremont CP they is referee to the ART qs, bet 
agaen they have dome lite in planing on peeoning bo becker AR Ts veh, ough Premed’. GP Ceol 
Actuals FART im construction, whet boner done on diets for lone mee anal development or rexoming compatible to 
BART & Plane add Siraegice? The GP even meno eappoting this BART Eaemeon, bot again whet bere they 
done in development on nemoning? 


(Pb te 6-30) SER nchedes sere abost te OP on-Central Bosiness Destrici and Central Ape 
epasceraiia | tout what te ate. tearing, on te aulationship to ether Bain Springs of iengion Awa St 


WH 


openubing 8o-'W arm Speen “Ad Of 8, thse riddorabap wereld! be hes than the Concord tio Wiest Prittsbarg Extienmion 
ghere We are now aabaeng cach pound iip meer more than wheal we pecede fier bare sobeadicnos o Gly of 
het ce welfare? WS i anil) Boned ele For the penend, can. the SEIR Reve deetibe any ete dle 
6 the ork that only eee o pea ele lew dee hi) ae? Ae whey odin the BART plot 
ded: Wieiegen Bred ond Grimm Blvd oo provide cacker dooce For bee este ned vel time aang for bane 
Tan ee 


SHIR atales “he WS Pleweng anc doce not antecepety ognaficant changes from theey mn the past which i 
omens at to they i changes that ane devly needed and dha be madly, [hoes the author of the SIE keow of 
any metro eyalerm bike BART honing 2 alaten kecated arodet a large parle bet in a kw dhermety melas ial anes? 


(Pe 2 S37 WSK de et appear oo ee MITC peel of Commaay Vita ey oe the “Cis Principled” 
SP AOCMA, The SRR craly irectilicnnd Chit thei proyoct ahueres the viewer ame) pruds. Io aang Wnikcte oo penalls any 
eH Chae the oak ied pres wall Core bo iro? An inesteat banker woukd Wank @edter daeennce 
a be Video. o> wiley hema) the pally dle Sand betiet meaurance 


a7-32 


BS 5) 


(PLM to 32 SER ates thet Promond is addressing the Concept Plan for FART, bet again cheukd the pobte 
comm $64 millon om bopes ted they weeded oom op with aches cordon thal wold pmrece ute eee and 
[Prosi wadiogpanie ridkorueap thal acailel cqpial or cncned (LAR Ta prea Gere recewery ach Bhat A will aot achroree ye 
affect BART present eubocdy reverses, 


cree 
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It Fremont presets for this port ude Cuan Bebuleus clined vieonary deve opments, Fremeet should be 
equaned bo prowiely thee dif Tepeecy on Panede thot mtches FART caret reall subskty. Oeby whem there in 
ee fed dire lopment of nodal denety around 8S Station were wall the niderdap dewelop reves eel, 

peo, 


pled te 38; LAS peanti can the mconetency eth upplaable plans ane peducans wath HART, MITC, acl 
ACMA Sill the SER monisons they will be addecesed, but teowhal degroc? Soni the inconiistrncics ane 
dewothved albouikd the SELR be appnoved? 


The ‘concep tution plan’ may be compatide te BAB Te penteobee bot of te still post a conept, oF a Ten. 
‘Curren! ehh ae dere apement cf ap bo 1.2 make, Cheere ied of ay aot) deere ee! that well ree on 
ie paced Cramer peerage 


Another pout whach has large fice ceped oe not mentioned, Thus is when ackdied pobls infrastrociarg 
oomiciod i created bet pe apprecnities i bond rales ancund the infratructun, which dheukd be calestal Capo 
Pewtiine! maniged i geld RT Apert Extortion walhoud expending public fund By piel provadiog the 
development raghbs along he LAT RW beading into the Adept, 


Property mound the paphery of Bat Dubin Pinions lange 3000+ surface paring bel eecently sok for 
ane SES per square foot 37 mulliom per acre and dhe land) cere dil oot cen if, the public ceed a! So the 
(uk chow capa come of the apprecined value by [orig Bn deere On AUTO property that 
pradusly decrease hs eee! based on distanoes from the dalions up ie a range of 13 ok. Embarcadero 
Sashon wos addled Go he orig ART pion ped a an aeepeernend chetret are) ie cw the epcoeel highest ued 
es a] 


SEIR mention better “expected™ land isn developmen! epecific pln, bal for such an expeniive public 
ieveuiment Gal te relied on expected deme developeneet that will peoviel: gow HART unage, i shoud be aere 


aotinne than us erpocumien! 


ACCHA iting finn date, “ Tenmportthon Gree etme: meet bee Mae On Connon Both appTepr ieee 
Lael tot Pg: a ag Go da ng wong Bie foe hae hap ed he SI ne Prec 's 
peciis plan “eu peor higher drmaby deinen! acum pooped aio eee gd oom bdies this 
Spropcaed plan ms conasient wih apphicoble plans and policies ee i et lee Gen aignificant” in onpact Agen wth 
ih ble pobie areewienen ape words ach bb Song nd prope an eno? Bor thee oo hep? 


Wath all thee eather bertatrey desonptecm of Land ter and developement the SEDER, cllansifyang LU! as “bee than 
Fe” be ery PER. 


(pl Packie; Wheat wena the criferiken foe Aeficremining the name off parking apace for W'S ane eve? The 
hetory te dite on mcekes of acces to BART i bee derscity ecbearbee aren na that et ART parkang peta filled 
erll Befiee the 20 pear projection ancl offer mockoa off ancewa lag. Vel, fe fetes of AR Ta mereaacd refership 
wall be depermien! on development! andthe misios such as pedal, beyeke, cm shang ard bamce boone 
aclcing ot finde, once filled a i difficall to expand and only gencriies | 2 passenger per dig al the meal. Alko 
he pucling wed oth i ibe of epee ls eo ch value develope ipece. Actual, the pulang epee 
dhoukd be gradually replaced eit Tram Ofented Dasclopmant bin BART dineciors lave area 
amend 3 poi So retain all the parking aed when ane POC planner the deeper i eguined bo neppace all 
‘The meting parking plo bik adden! parking neque’ by the kee lpent fe The be dite wn aah, 
Alo therg is ne mention of changing for parking whack cam bsp used bo bermper ther chormarnl 


Por a eprawhed aeea: anc as Premond ot peobably wisek! be beat io serve WSC mm the futere by aoe fon of 
eiorekd wath pains: i i. finance. 


Atsther poche ah mee aiburhan ART states kere diene is the parkciag detanmine: the kecation of 
et ction Suk ae bled aud paring and po hong te oeet where aes opertie. The projected. 
amber of rade rameit willl provide is higher than cane pet the atation design fiver care. [f futere aoones aril] be 
dependent mice on feeder ranert andl ther henarohy i for ines, cther than merely preriked ues a chess ances 
ie athion: over purloed cone, by nequenng busrs io mameerer ciranicanly tlong up comaderhly time, why not 
iregpaine fhe parrkore bo walle a little mone amd locke the dation acecae de car the etreet wheer the babe oporatc, 
Mary off the bes ridire ang ket] uarre and arg ot beaded be ane GLART, oo whe aubpecd bexcall sere aidlang ‘the bere 
fe are rua col ey AT aay ard aclcliag bo Ube corre tie, be they Paar ackdetional us goutes will by emeviag, 
he ction i wel BARTS Recigiige of Mate Saline ae pend cups where bees feel HART eco 


a4 
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having jo dive off rowe through large paring hots and ots congeution. it asoneases bras travel time fiw the user aa Ee] 
wall as Ineoeae operating ooet for the bus agency, eon 


PL Table 14 2 Pall Ridership bean carher seeurnption if merstioned taal the Capiiel Corridin (00") 
ould operate af 60 mutes beadheay all day and! fe been eepeertos! on the mccke thet thee lee hoe experienced aboot 
the peewee incecased reinap i ob comemtor rail in the comery, Commuter rail can operate cren mere Ireguentiy 
duning peak pomeds for [lure caporcnied heahways mm Japan and Postugal dram tod manatee which os betice than 37-37 
Gey BART be. Vet dra OC with omy 750 beri, whieh ie aot 95 neice bene tha the ACE whieh 
opie only dorig peak bour. Can thi be comect? And ithe OF lie hae peeater tkeraip wouldn'| thal sede 
the WSS ner ao well ga when the SVRTC is constrcted? In lapanand many Counties in Burope there are 
Toe? COTTER: Tug Correrenter rail thanerban pal ce mesos in Comm bo work and the carpeted coat few 
commer cil i far dese thom for aban lor BART, 


(= Table B9-08; Trace! Travel times - Commparsig the B10 Mo Peopeed ler the Proposed Peojeet (FIM, 
ofthe nine bip examples, 4 shows with WS), thee i ereprvemont oer the No Project ancl 3 whee the So Progect 
iochi wath the fermaniing 3 hal ate aie. There ia a dimilar ible comparig the Boa ABermaipre (1A) bo Ne 
Pecgect baat it inden pear 00S. | find no cceparioc foe BA i PF 


If the BA, wa openiied suman to Cte away (Wo) eystem,. | epukd vemtane to cay Chat i Boe cuits he ATA 
ave) oe Seek eqpal on weed be ees then the PP. OX e's buss Peo operating on the BW pick up riders 
te nrighborhcend Tetons pening on ie Dewey nel there ae ne of riders destined to a place of high 
ampleinent some beeps wool be designated to agrey thal deetinatios bey diner ing off the bueway bo deliver rikers 
tomy NUM Dering peak they operate over 200 busra per hour on the 00), Sareilarty if the BA wan eatiorcherd 
fe epee San lie af weld abso wery bibeby proendy eel heer orgs becomes burs can be feabhy operwted tn 
ennrg the various dot-com Capua ehech aoe mcetly located econ dastascy from the BW, AUD the i dene 
erhoul the ceed for Gaeeders, again of thee i adele dor, I akties a ero coal fir bem aed could be in 
oprubon seach exon. 


(Pe to SR) Tale 1S ee, Aitorcally on the beg man eat hae ever Banged to pele: 
Aonpshon The i bet ap Connally pr eto onented developments along wath sprawl which is totally 
depemient on ais ey, Wheat wll be they atte oof congestion beyond 2004 or for pean DO be? Wie bored ever 
nk cerehess oul of congeshon and wa cannot endhacay wicken woads Bor var do mot haven he BL! aed vee canmot 
afford devaled roads or wakes. [teal be obvious we wall heve congestion when we we eeguelening meee 
welche than the capecty of lane mms weg God Wiking foads ps Gone Blo ore dewelopmenis and ATA 
SLMS Ce ee PET, 


Cis ae reocgiiong they can do bite on edi competion probe and coping wath the protiem. Londen 
recently fos dene Gs by poposing comgesice clare. leo mes! muper eleruls im Japan arg iol) reach, 
Singapore charges 30% tox on car pucks, Un other words they are peng pricing options, We reed io mcilee 
[peopae awang that there aa coal an the mae off the aio net oly monetary bat eal and eevronmecntal an well 
Therefore Tabi. of charting the Lict.of traffic for 200% i meanmngica. ven comparing No Prgect to other 
dloranes the comparicone aicrws there ane ceally ino major difierencce. 


(pe oo 6%) Parkleg Dereere, SER tote the paclong dem ob bee on eed Devel 
demand. Dees dats mean that for parking the demand is based on in being poovidiedd FREE? fee doe dietraed will 
Te opediod get. mere ae eed oe tig: EAT sateen eel) heart cf thee year 02%, mare ie ieatiabdey if free 
Adee dient this mean thet BART ie obit ic proved hia uncenctened demanel of S00 apace if Bhp parcieect ie 
te po forward? If the wae a change mould a not affect the diem? Parkong shel by matstuted eoth » mummers 
parking starge iy make ot clear that there wall be a ctoegs, and when the supply mopeded ty chaps weep 
inches Io-comtrol the died ond! mot the other aerate of mercauing the aap. 


FAIR T i abet hae cy iene rama peace a (Paet AD0 prrieieag pieed aired Bn peeved on Phos cel ae 
a Pedr ape Sten BART mcured & large fonding defied. BART atotied a parle chirps for 29 of i apace at 
34] per month Vet te City of Latiyette has charged $2 for street paring on the penphend streets for years, alee 
rend ction have meee puking ound ARTs thee kote and there ane eeveral privale kets nex i BART 
hanging ap to $5.50 per day. 


‘There te alee the coc! equity protien of parting for inner cy ART users hove battle on oe parang are! bore 
aa al 


aT =i} 
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The SELR dots not ocrner the social aque aepeets of BART, whol hud. Ch FA, Nee Stam ot ie 


eee, Aw oantionnd earlier above the suboaty ferone suburtan BART wen qepeds whet a Ganely of thea 47.0 
pate frome Wilton, So there obrricuely i a octal eqpeity protons wrt WiEX, dupe bo ate boew riclorebaip and highs coed. 
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Response to Comment Letter 37 


37-1: 


37-2: 


37-3: 


37-4: 


NEPA section 101, a portion of which is cited by the commenter, contains the general 
declaration of Congress regarding national environmental policy. An EIS is an informational 
document which is intended to further this policy by supporting informed decisions by 
decision-makers with public participation. This DEIS conforms to the requirements of 
NEPA section 102 and implementing regulations of the Council of Environmental Quality 
and Department of Transportation regarding the preparation and content of EISs. 


The area accessible for walking access was considered to be a 1/2 mile radius from the 
station sites, as the commenter recommends, not 1/2 mile along the entire alignment. 
Regarding transit-oriented development (TOD), please see response to comment 21-7. 


The DEIS environmental justice analysis (Tables 4.18-1 and 4.18-2) provides information on 
race/ethnicity and income/poverty status of populations in Alameda County, the City of 
Fremont, and in census tracts that surround the WSX Alternative alignment (Figure 4.18-1). 
This information is sufficient for analysis of environmental justice impacts. The comment is 
correct that BART is a regional rather than a local transportation system, with many stations 
in a variety of communities. An extension of the system will give access to new areas for 
riders from any station in the system. Therefore, the benefits of the WSX Alternative will 
extend beyond the local populations to the system-wide population served by BART 
(including non-riders who benefit from traffic congestion relief). System-wide, BART 
survey data demonstrates that BART riders are an ethnically and economically diverse 
population. In a 2004 survey of BART riders, 26% identified themselves as Asian or Pacific 
Islander, 14% as Hispanic ancestry and 12% as Black/African American. Only 44% of riders 
identified themselves as white. BART riders include many income categories. In the 2004 
survey, 37% percent reported household incomes under $45,000, and 25 percent reported 
household incomes of $30,000 or less (San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit, 2004 BART 
Customer Satisfaction Study, 2004; pages 19 and 22). 


As the comment notes, BART encourages land use intensification, but specific TOD projects 
are under the land use jurisdiction of the City of Fremont. As discussed in the DEIS, the City 
of Fremont is developing a Warm Springs BART Station Area Specific Plan and is 
considering high-intensity residential and/or mixed-use developments near the station. In 
addition, in January 2005, the City approved the Irvington Concept Plan, which envisions the 
optional Irvington BART station as a neighborhood station and seeks to create an 
intensification of land uses - both mixed use and high-density residential - adjacent to the 
optional Irvington station. The City’s planning processes demonstrate its commitment to 
smart growth and have included public outreach efforts. The proposed WalMart store, 0.5 
miles from the Warm Springs station, is at the outskirts of the zone in which transit-oriented 
development would be expected to occur and will not preclude successful transit-oriented 
development on the many other undeveloped or underdeveloped parcels within walking 
distance of the proposed station. The Warm Springs station parking lot would not be a 
permanent barrier to the potential for future TOD projects. Construction of surface parking 
represents a limited investment which can easily be replaced with a parking structure to 
accommodate specific TOD projects. For example, at BART’s Fruitvale Station, land 
utilized for a parking lot was converted to TOD uses with the construction of a parking 
structure. 
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37-5: 


37-6: 


37-7: 


37-8: 


The City of Fremont did recently approve an industrial development at the northwest corner 
of Research Avenue and Corporate Way. This development is more than 0.5 mile from the 
Warm Springs station site. 


NUMMI will be accessible from the BART station and NUMMI employees will be able to 
take BART to and from work. While BART does not operate late at night, workers on the 
other shifts will be able to use the system to commute. 


The parking analysis in the DEIS (pp. 4.2-48 - 51) demonstrates that the Warm Springs 
Station parking lot will serve demand generated by the WSX Alternative, not generate 
additional demand. 


The comment’s claim that the cost per new rider for the WSX Alternative would be over $50 
or $70 is incorrect. BART is not aware of a study suggesting a $70 cost per new rider for the 
WSX Alternative. The financial analysis presented on page 7-6 of the DEIS indicates that 
the cost per new rider would be $28.82 without the optional Irvington Station, and $25.69 
with the Irvington Station. 


The WSX alternative would not require a larger subsidy per rider than the BART system as a 
whole. Because riders from the Warm Springs Station are expected to make longer than 
average trips (toward Oakland and San Francisco), riders from Warm Springs Station would 
generate higher than average fares per rider. As noted on page 7-4 of the DEIS, farebox 
recovery for the WSX Alternative is estimated to exceed the systemwide percentage. 


Regarding the City of Fremont’s land use planning efforts, please see response to comment 
no. 21-7 and 37-4. 


Regarding alternative means of access, please see DEIS section 3.5. The 20-year time 
horizon examined in the DEIS is standard in modeling and analysis of ridership and 
associated environmental effects for transportation projects. 


The comment appears to assume that having specific transit-oriented development (TOD) 
policies and projects already in place is necessary in order to support the DEIS’ conclusions. 
That assumption is not correct. As the DEIS explains (pp. 4.8-22 — 23, 4.8-28 — 29, 5-42 - 
46), the WSX Alternative is anticipated to promote future TOD, but TOD is not part of the 
WSX Alternative itself. Ridership and associated environmental benefits attributed to the 
WSX Alternative in the DEIS were based on ABAG growth projections incorporated in the 
Alameda County Congestion Management Agency’s model, without assuming changes in 
land use policies or specific TOD projects near the station sites. Additional redevelopment 
and land use intensification that is anticipated by the City of Fremont, but is not yet included 
in the ACCMA model, were not included in the analysis. Therefore, projected ridership and 
resulting congestion relief, air quality and energy benefits described in the DEIS represent 
anticipated benefits of the WSX Alternative without additional transit-oriented development 
in the vicinity of the stations. Future TOD would be expected to substantially enhance 
ridership and associated environmental benefits beyond those discussed in the DEIS. Please 
see also responses to comment nos. 21-7 and 37-4. 


BART worked with both AC Transit and VTA to design stations that are multi-modal 
transfer sites, combining auto, bus, and pedestrian/walk access. The conceptual station 
layout for the Warm Springs site places the bus intermodal center as close as possible to the 
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37-9: 


37-10: 


37-11: 


37-12: 


BART platform entry point. Although it may take a little extra time for the buses to reach the 
bus intermodal center from the street, it saves time for patrons who transfer from the buses to 
BART. For bus patrons not transferring to BART, the station design provides a safe, central, 
off-street location for patrons to transfer from one bus to another. A parking area has been 
designed so that it can be developed with transit-oriented development. (See response to 
comment no. 21-7.) 


The financial analysis presented on page 7-6 of the DEIS indicates that the cost per new 
rider would be $28.82 without the optional Irvington Station, and $25.69 with the Irvington 
Station. As indicated in response to comment 37-3, the WSX Alternative would provide 
benefits to members of minority and low-income communities and to the diverse system- 
wide population served by BART. By comparison, cost-effectiveness of New Starts project 
submissions to FTA in fiscal year 2000 ranged from $2.54 to $48.82, with a median of 
$10.39; see DEIS p. 7-6. 


The Expenditure Plan for Alameda County’s Measure B tax states, “Funds for construction of 
the first segment of the BART rail extension to Warm Springs in Southern Fremont may not 
be used until full funding for the rail connection to Santa Clara County is assured.” VTA, the 
lead agency for the proposed BART rail extension from Warm Springs into Santa Clara 
County, is seeking federal funding from FTA’s New Starts Program. VTA must show that it 
has the operating funds to support the SVRTC project. FTA has also expressed concerns 
about the capital cost of the SVRTC Project and suggested to VTA that it first complete a 
minimum operating segment and complete the remainder of the project at a later time. VTA 
does not wish to break its project into two segments but continues to seek ways to 
significantly reduce project costs. VTA has also proposed to FTA a federally funded 
segment (FFS) of the project that consists of approximately the first half of the alignment, 
with the remainder of the project being funded solely with non-federal funds. FTA has 
accepted this approach in principle pending further analysis. VTA continues to work on 
addressing any concerns FTA has about the SVRT Project to gain a “Recommended” rating 
in the New Starts process. 


BART policy is to provide free parking at some stations and low-cost parking at some 
stations in order to increase ridership and decrease automobile use, thereby reducing regional 
air pollution and traffic congestion. The DEIS analysis assumes that parking charges for the 
WSX Alternative would conform to BART policy for the rest of the system. Increasing 
parking charges at WSX Alternative stations would reduce ridership and associated 
environmental benefits. The commenter’s concerns regarding the system-wide BART policy 
are outside the scope of this DEIS. 


Parking facilities with large numbers of parking spaces are commonly found at the end-of- 
the-line stations in most heavy rail systems in this country, including FTA New Starts heavy 
rail projects. The Largo Metrorail Extension for the WMATA system in Washington, D.C. 
includes the Largo Station at the end of the line with 2,200 parking spaces. The North 
Springs Station of the North Line Extension in Atlanta, which is operated by MARTA, has 
2,325 parking spaces. The BART San Francisco Airport Extension includes the Millbrae 
Station at the end of the line with 3,000 parking spaces. These three stations were all 
recently funded in part with federal New Starts funding. The Red Line in Boston was 
extended to the Alewife Station with 2,595 parking spaces. (These examples are illustrative 
and not intended to be comprehensive.) 


BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 2-296 J&S 04071.04 
Volume 2: Response to Public Comments 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 


37-13: 


37-14: 


37-15: 


37-16: 


37-17: 


37-18: 


37-19: 


BART policy is to provide parking associated with expansion projects that meets the demand 
expected to be generated by the projects. Failure to do so would be considered a direct 
adverse environmental impact to transportation and, by reducing access, would reduce the 
ridership and indirectly reduce the associated environmental benefits of the projects. The 
commenter’s concerns regarding the system-wide BART policy are outside the scope of this 
DEIS. Regarding the potential for accommodation of future TOD at the Warm Springs 
station parking lot, please see response to comments 13-3 and 19-6. 


Section 4.10 of the DEIS contains analyses of socioeconomic impacts of the WSX 
Alternative. As noted above, in a 2004 survey of BART riders, 26% identified themselves as 
Asian or Pacific Islander, 14% as Hispanic ancestry and 12% as Black/African American. 
Only 44% of riders identified themselves as white. Approximately 37% of BART riders 
surveyed in 2004 reported household incomes of up to $45,000. The addition of the WSX 
Alternative to the general ridership population presumably would maintain or enhance the 
trend of overall service to minority communities. 


Please see response to comment 37-11 regarding parking policy. Section 4.18 of the DEIS 
analyzes potential impacts and offsetting environmental benefits for minority and low income 
communities in the vicinity of the project. Regarding system-wide use, the BART system 
serves an ethnically diverse community and over 1/3 of riders have household incomes of up 
to $45,000. 


Please see responses above regarding BART policy of encouraging integrated land use and 
TOD to generate ridership. The analysis of air quality impacts took into account vehicle trips 
by commuters parking at BART stations, including “cold start” emissions when parked cars 
are started. The results demonstrated both regional air quality benefits and no local pollution 
“hot spots” in the vicinity of the stations. Please see DEIS Section 4.14, “Air Quality.” 


Commuter rail, light rail, busway and shuttle alternatives may be less costly. However, these 
alternatives have been evaluated and rejected on other grounds, as summarized in section 3.5 
of the DEIS. 


Regarding the City of Fremont’s transit-oriented development process, please see the 
response to comment no. 21-7. 


The comment recited the criteria utilized by FTA to evaluate transit improvement projects 
under its New Starts program. These criteria do not apply since, as explained in the DEIS 
(Section 7), New Starts funding is not being sought for the WSX Alternative. Nevertheless, 
BART’s System Expansion Policy has incorporated criteria similar to many of the FTA New 
Starts criteria, which are addressed in the analysis of the WSX Alternative under the System 
Expansion Policy. 


The increase in regional vehicle trips between Alameda County and northern Santa Clara 
County is estimated to increase to 500,000 by 2025, a 25% increase. No single project can be 
expected to address this increase. Please see the response to comment no. 21-2, which 
indicates that projected ridership for the WSX Alternative is comparable to that for other 
projects with similar costs. 


37-20: Please see responses to comment no. 21-7. 
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The operating cost of the proposed Bus Alternative is estimated to be $4 to $4.5 million 
annually, based on the number of revenue hours required to maintain the level of service 
described in the operating plan for the Bus Alternative; see page 5-20 of the 2003 SEIR 
(incorporated by reference in the DEIS). This estimate is for the Fremont BART Station to 
Warm Springs Transit Center segment of the Bus alignment only. 


The 25% increase in auto trips by 2025 is related to regional auto trips between Alameda 
County and northern Santa Clara County. It is unrealistic to expect one transit project to 
materially reduce the traffic increase expected by 2025. 


The DEIS does consider the BART System Expansion Criteria policy and incorporates the 
substantive goals of the policy into the purpose and need for the WSX Alternative. Other 
transit alternatives may offer better cost effectiveness on a dollar-per-new-rider basis, but 
cost effectiveness is not the only measure of performance to be considered in assessing the 
overall effectiveness of a project. The DEIS (section 3.15) summarizes the prior analysis of 
the Bus Alternative, demonstrating that the Bus Alternative was not as effective as the WSX 
Alternative in maximizing new transit trips or in providing the associated environmental 
benefits of reduced traffic congestion and energy consumption and improved air quality. 


The DEIS also considers the System Expansion Criteria with regard to commitment to 
transit-supportive growth and development. Regarding the City of Fremont’s commitment to 
transit-oriented development, please see the responses to comment nos. 19-5, 21-7, and 37-4. 
The proposed Bus Alternative is considered much less likely to stimulate TOD around the 
proposed station sites than is the fixed-rail investment of the WSX Alternative. See DEIS p. 
3-39. 


The Warm Springs Station is designed and located so as to be a multi-modal transfer station 
that bus providers can also use as a bus-to-bus transfer point. Access does not require 
extensive and unnecessary travel for buses. Bus service providers have indicated that they 
would realign bus routes to take advantage of the multi-modal nature of the station. Car 
sharing is a growing component of station access. The station plans presented in the DEIS 
are conceptual and can be refined to accommodate car sharing. 


Carpooling was inadvertently omitted from the access hierarchy description for the Irvington 
Station. The following text has been added to the end of the bulleted items on page 3-14 of 
the DEIS: 


= Carpool, single-occupancy vehicle parking and parking for the disabled. 


The number of parking spaces at Warm Springs Station is assumed to be the same regardless 
of whether the optional Irvington Station is built. If the Irvington Station is built, it will 
reduce the parking demand at the Warm Springs Station. (See Table 5-9 in the DEIS for 
parking supply and demand with and without the Irvington Station.) 


The basis for the commenter’s figures is unclear. However, the comment implies that the 
WSX Alternative is not cost effective, particularly when compared to BART SFO extension. 
In order to do a comparison, the two projects need to be compared in same terms. The WSX 
project would be a 5.4-mile extension with one station. The project (with one station) is 
expected to generate 16,300 entries and exits, 7,200 linked trips, at a cost of approximately 
$678 million in 2004 dollars. The BART SFO extension is an 8.2-mile extension with 4 
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stations. According to the Final EIR/EIS, the SFO project was expected to have 68,600 exits 
and entries, 23,400 linked trips, at a cost of approximately $1.167 billion in 1996 dollars 
(BART-San Francisco Airport Extension FEIR/FEIS Volume 1—Financial Analysis, Table 6- 
2.) The average number of exits and entries for the SFO stations is 17,150 per station 
compared to 16, 300 for the Warm Springs Station. The average number of linked trips for 
the SFO stations is 5,850, which is less than the 7,200 linked trips anticipated for Warm 
Springs Station. Based on the estimated cost of $1.167 billion, the SFO extension cost 
approximately $142 million per mile, while the WSX extension is estimated to be $126 
million per mile--a cost that is less than SFO extension even before taking the decreased 
value of the 2004 dollars into account. By these measures, the proposed WSX extension is 
comparable in rider efficiency to the SFO extension. 


Please see the response to comment no. 21-7. 


Figure 4.8-1 on page 4.8-2 of the DEIS illustrates the Planning Areas in Fremont as described 
in the text. Figure 4.8-2 on page 4.8-2 illustrates the Fremont Planning Areas where the 
WSX Alternative alignment would be located. The Planning Areas are identified in the 
figure legend. Figure 4.8-3 illustrates land uses adjacent to the WSX Alternative alignment 
and does not show Planning Areas. 


The Mission San Jose and Irvington Planning Areas are illustrated on both Figure 4.8-1 and 
Figure 4.8-2. For graphic clarity, not all street names were labeled on figures. Roberts 
Avenue, Carol Avenue, and Adams Avenue are all streets in the vicinity of the optional 
Irvington Station, west of the railroad alignment and south of Washington Boulevard. Lopes 
Court and Tavis Place are located in the vicinity of the proposed Warm Springs Station, west 
of the railroad alignment. 


Local land use policies are being addressed by the City of Fremont through the Warm 
Springs BART Area Specific Plan and have been addressed already in the Irvington Concept 
Plan. Please see the response to comment no. 37-5 regarding the operating subsidy for the 
WSX Alternative. 


Goals F-11 and F-14 of the Fremont General Plan relate to the City of Fremont’s reliance on 
the private auto for transportation and a need to work cooperatively on regional 
transportation issues. The city is currently undertaking such cooperative efforts through the 
Warm Springs BART Area Specific Plan process, as discussed in Section 4.8 of the DEIS. 
Please see the response to comment no. 21-7. 


The existing Fremont Station and WSX Alternative alignment through Fremont Central Park 
are located in the Central Planning Area. The pedestrian connection plan refers to the central 
business district and is provided as general background information. 


The Fremont General Plan contains numerous references to supporting a BART extension 
through Fremont, with stations at Warm Springs and Irvington. The city has maintained 
these policies for the 14 years since BART adopted the Warm Springs Extension in 1992. 
The city is currently moving forward on a Warm Springs BART Area Specific Plan. Please 
see the response to comment no. 21-7. 


A portion of the WSX Alternative alignment is located in the Central Planning Area, and 
information about the central business district and central area residential situation is 
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provided (DEIS Section 4.8.2.2, “Existing Conditions”) as general land use background. 
Regarding the City of Fremont’s commitment to the Specific Plan process, please see 
response to comment no. 21-7. Regarding transit subsidies, please see the response to 
comment no. 37-5. Other transit systems have a record of locating stations in vacant sites, 
creating transit-supportive land use policies, and building transit-oriented development that 
ultimately boosts ridership. The Portland Westside MAX project is a notable example of this 
approach. 


Because the Hayward fault runs through Washington Boulevard, it would be unwise to have 
the BART station straddle Washington Boulevard. Neither Washington Boulevard nor 
Grimmer Boulevard has sufficient right-of-way to provide bus stops without disrupting travel 
lanes. In addition, the conceptual plans for the Warm Springs and optional Irvington Stations 
contain bus transfer facilities, both for bus-to-BART and bus-to-bus transfers. For safety 
reasons and to facilitate intermodal transfers, these transfers should take place at an off-street 
site. 


The sentence in the DEIS that states, “the Warm Springs Planning Area does not anticipate 
significant changes from those planned in the past,” refers to the city’s Warm Springs 
Planning Area, which is located south of Mission Boulevard and east of Warm Springs Road. 
The Warm Springs Planning Area does not contain the Warm Springs Station site, which is 
located in the Industrial Planning area. (See Figure 4.8-2 on page 4.8-2.) 


The statement cited in the comment about a “shared vision” was intended to introduce the 
role of ACCMA in bringing the county’s transportation needs together. The actual ACCMA 
policies described in that section are the “Guiding Principle” that transportation investments 
must be made in conjunction with appropriate land use planning with the objective of a 
service-oriented transit system that provides frequent, convenient, and reliable service to the 
major activity centers in each of Alameda County’s major transportation corridors. The 
MTC Regional Transportation Plan’s Community Vitality Goal includes the objectives of 
fostering new ideas for improving communities for transportation investments, and assisting 
with efforts to plan and implement transit oriented-development projects. The WSX 
Alternative is considered consistent with these policies. (See pages 4.8-23 and 4.8-24 of the 
DEIS.) BART will continue to fulfill the BART Board’s policy and directives by assisting 
the City of Fremont’s efforts to create transit-supportive policies and plans to implement 
transit-oriented development associated with the WSX Alternative. 


Local land use policies are being addressed by the City of Fremont through the Warm 
Springs BART Area Specific Plan and have been addressed already in the Irvington Concept 
Plan. Please see the response to comment no. 37-5 regarding the operating subsidy for the 
WSX Alternative. 


The analysis of Impact LU-2 concludes that there is no significant inconsistency between the 
WSX Alternative and applicable plans and policies of BART, MTC, and ACCMA. See 
pages 4.8-22 to 4.8-24 of the DEIS. 


As described in the DEIS on page 4.8-22, the Warm Springs Station conceptual site plan is 
designed to be flexible to accommodate transit-oriented design at a future date. In particular, 
parking could be replaced with appropriate TOD in the future. Locating transit centers for 


'G. B. Arrington, Jr. “At work in the Field of Dreams: light rail and smart growth in Portland.” September. 1998. 


BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 2-300 J&S 04071.04 
Volume 2: Response to Public Comments 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 


37-36: 


37-37: 


37-38: 


37-39: 


buses close to the streets that the buses use rather than requiring a circuitous route to the 
transit center is a laudable goal. However, both the Warm Springs and optional Irvington 
Stations are well located as multi-modal transfer points for bus-to-bus and bus-to-BART 
transfers and do not require extensive and unnecessary travel for buses. Bus service 
providers have indicated that they would realign bus routes to take advantage of the multi- 
modal nature of the stations. 


An assessment district is a funding mechanism that has been used successfully to capture 
funds for capital improvements. An assessment district in the project area may be a viable 
funding tool. For discussion of the City of Fremont’s progress on the Warm Springs BART 
Area Specific Plan, see the response to comment no. 21-7. 


The ACCMA Guiding Principle states that transportation investments must be made in 
conjunction with appropriate land use planning. The City of Fremont’s land use planning is 
being undertaken in conjunction with the current WSX Alternative. 


The number of parking spaces at the Warm Springs and optional Irvington Stations was 
based on the ridership model’s calculation for parking demand (unconstrained) and on the 
site constraints. For instance, topographic site constraints would limit the number of parking 
spaces at the Irvington Station site to fewer than the estimated parking demand. At the Warm 
Springs Station site there are fewer site constraints, and the number of parking spaces is in 
keeping with anticipated demand based on modeling results. 


BART agrees that station parking is finite, and once filled, parking lots are hard to expand. 
BART also agrees that feeder transit offers an access mode that is not as space dependent, as 
is parking. Feeder transit could be expanded in the future to serve the WSX Altemative, as 
noted in the comment. Parking charge policy as established by the BART Board would apply 
to parking at the WSX Alternative stations. Parking policy could be changed by the Board to 
temper parking demand. 


As discussed on page 3-34 of the DEIS, the Capitol Corridor system serves a different market 
with fewer stops than either BART or the ACE train. Capitol Corridor is constrained by 
using the same tracks as the Union Pacific freight line, which makes for a more circuitous 
and therefore longer trip than would otherwise be the case. The Capitol Corridor alignment 
adjacent to San Francisco Bay serves a different market. Much of the Capitol Corridor is 
also single-track line, which makes any expansion more difficult or even prohibitive in 
environmentally sensitive areas such as over wetlands. Because Capitol Corridor and BART 
do not serve the same markets, any ridership gains or loses by Capitol Corridor do not 
necessarily affect BART. 


Direct bus service (bus service directly from an origin to a destination as described in the 
comment and as exemplified by the Ottawa bus system) can move large numbers of people. 
However, the direct bus system has drawbacks. The frequency of service is generally low 
because routes are tailored to a specific but limited passenger demand. Also, as mentioned in 
previous responses, if a bus route is changed or dropped, the former patrons often have few 
transit options left. 


The commenter suggests that “we have never built ourselves out of congestion” and that 
charting the Level of Service for traffic in 2025 is meaningless. NEPA requires analysis of 
potentially significant impacts using reasonable and accepted methodologies, and the traffic 
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analysis is important to anticipate potential roadway impacts and to take action to mitigate 
those impacts where possible. Addressing congestion by imposing road tolls and automobile 
sales taxes is beyond BART’s jurisdiction and the scope of reasonable alternatives considered 
in the DEIS. 


The project parking demand, as estimated by the transportation model, was based on 
unconstrained parking demand (a parking space was available for those who wanted to drive) 
at the proposed stations and tailored to reflect current BART parking policies, which reserve 
up to 25% of station parking spaces for a monthly fee. 


BART parking policies are set by the BART Board and can be changed at the Board’s 
discretion. The WSX Alternative reflects current BART policy on parking charges. 
Regarding social equity considerations, please see response nos. 37-3 and 21-10. 


Comment noted. It is always possible that land use planning efforts by local authorities to 
promote TOD (such as General Plan amendments or zoning changes) may be rescinded at a 
later date. 


The DEIS explains the reasons why the Bus Alternative was rejected, and summarizes and 
incorporates by reference the extensive analysis of the Bus Alternative provided in the 2003 
SEIR. The Bus Alternative described in the DEIS was developed with the collaboration of 
AC Transit and VTA, the two primary bus operators in the project area. AC Transit has 
endorsed the proposed Bus Alternative as evaluated in the 2003 SEIR as “a well-defined 
project” with a “high quality analysis [that] represents a model that should be used for 
analyzing alternatives in other transit corridors.” Local constraints were taken into account. 


Regarding special by-pass lanes as mentioned in the comment, as described on page 3-37 of 
the DEIS, the proposed Bus Alternative would be on an exclusive busway for a substantial 
portion of the route. In addition, high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes were assumed on 
portions of I-680. Special by-pass lanes, on/off ramps, or expanded travel lanes on Paseo 
Padre Parkway were not included in the Bus Alternative, with the concurrence of bus 
operators AC Transit and VTA, because they do not seem reasonable at this time. Providing 
an exclusive bus lane on Paseo Padre Parkway between the Fremont BART Station and the 
bus guideway near the railroad right-of-way was considered during development of the Bus 
Alternative. However, providing an exclusive bus lane (without taking additional right-of- 
way for expanding the roadway) would require reducing the number of travel lanes for 
automobiles. Considering that bus travel times on Paseo Padre Parkway were relatively 
good, removing a travel lane for automobiles (and creating the corresponding impacts to auto 
travel) was considered unnecessary. 


The assumption of a 1-minute dwell time is conservative for a bus system and was 
determined with the concurrence of bus operators AC Transit and VTA. 


Table 5-5 of the DSEIR (incorporated by reference in the DEIS) indicates that the cost for the 
3-mile long busway was estimated to be $54 million (2001 dollars). This is comparable to 
the $18 million per mile cost cited in the comment. 


An exclusive busway was considered and incorporated into the Bus Alternative as described 
in the DEIS on pages 3-35 to 3-39. The proposed Bus Alternative would operate on an 
exclusive busway in the UP right-of-way from Paseo Padre Parkway to South Grimmer 
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Boulevard. Providing an exclusive bus lane on Paseo Padre Parkway between the Fremont 
BART Station and the bus guideway near the railroad right-of-way was considered by BART 
in conjunction with VTA and AC Transit, but was rejected as unnecessary during 
development of the Bus Alternative. 


BART agrees that Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) systems are appropriate in certain situations, but 
many have also failed to live up to expectations. The commenter offers the busway model 
found in Miami, Ottawa, and Pittsburgh as a potential alternative to the WSX Alternative. In 
the busway model, buses serving different local origins converge to use a common busway 
toward the downtown before diverting to a variety of different destinations. Use of these 
“direct routes” increases the possibility that the traveler can make the trip without 
transferring, which decreases travel time and increases convenience. In general, the 
commenter is correct in noting that busways offer flexibility for routing buses and avoiding 
transfers. However, by designing a bus transit system focused primarily on avoiding 
transfers, other important issues, such as frequency, network connectivity, service efficiency, 
and opportunities for TOD, may be overlooked. 


Although busways typically feature a high number of direct routes, those routes provide 
infrequent or limited service. Often they serve only the peak-period downtown-bound 
suburban commuters effectively. Busway routes seldom operate frequently during off-peak 
hours when demand is much lower. Individual direct routes typically cannot support short 
headways since no passenger consolidation occurs and the demand on any one route is likely 
to be low. In addition, busways generally do not serve local needs well, even though they 
originate in residential neighborhoods, because of their radial orientation and limited 
schedules. Consequently, busways do not facilitate multiple trip patterns although they can 
consume a disproportionately large amount of operating resources. Thus, a transit agency 
may also need to operate a redundant basic local bus network to enhance overall mobility, as 
is the case in Ottawa. 


It is impossible to design a transit system that avoids transfers altogether because passengers 
have multiple origins and destinations. Systems that generate the heaviest transit ridership 
depend on intermodal transfers between frequent, but not necessarily direct, transit routes. 
Transfers are less an issue if service is frequent (10 to 15 minutes or better). For instance, in 
Toronto, the subways intersect high-frequency bus and streetcar cross-town routes. In 
Chicago, the “L” trains intersect frequent perpendicular bus routes. This network 
connectivity results in increased ridership and service efficiency. In these and other cities, 
transit-oriented hubs have developed in part because of transfer activities around these 
stations. 


The commenter is correct in noting that Ottawa’s busway carries large volumes of people. 
According to Statistics Canada (2001 Census), transit captures a mode share of 20.8% in the 
City of Ottawa. However, there are also cities with intermodal bus and subway systems 
similar to the San Francisco Bay Area that have significantly higher transit ridership than 
Ottawa. For example, the transit mode share in the cities of Toronto and Montreal is 33.8% 
and 38.2%, respectively. Washington D.C., a federal capital like Ottawa, has a mode share of 
34.7% (U.S. 2000 Census). While bus priority treatments offer some advantages, particularly 
when compared to conventional bus service, the busway model may not always be 
appropriate in every situation. Recently, Ottawa itself initiated a pilot rail project known as 
the O-Train as a first step towards a possible citywide light rail system. 
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The comment notes that Ottawa operates over 200 buses per hour during peak periods. Eight 
to ten BART trains can carry an equivalent number of passengers much more efficiently. 
Two hundred buses would require 20 times the number of operators required to provide the 
same capacity by rail. In addition, in Ottawa’s case, the busway exits onto a pair of one-way 
streets downtown. The heavy bus volume poses severe traffic and environmental impacts on 
these streets. 


From an operating network perspective, Pittsburgh’s busways resemble trees with about 
twenty branches each. Although busway service itself is frequent (but uncoordinated) 
because there are multiple routes utilizing the busway, peak-hour headways on individual 
routes can exceed 45 minutes. During the off-peak hours, buses commonly run every | to 2 
hours, if at all. This level of service attracts few “riders of choice.” Frequencies are 
relatively poor because the network is not designed to serve multiple trip patterns. Travel for 
trips not destined to downtown Pittsburgh can be difficult. For example, customers often 
cannot take transit between two adjacent neighborhoods on opposite sides of the busway 
without transferring between infrequent routes. With dozens of long suburb-to-downtown 
busway routes and no passenger consolidation on the busway, Pittsburgh devotes so many 
resources to supporting the busway network that it only offers limited local service. 
Pittsburgh’s overall ridership has declined since the introduction of the first busway (the 
South Busway) in 1978. Whereas Pittsburgh’s buses carried 93.9 million people in 1978, 
they only carried 65.9 million people in 2001.7 While this 30% ridership decline might not 
be attributable to busways per se, it suggests that busways alone are not sufficient to generate 
long-term transit ridership growth. 


For the Warm Springs Extension, the busway model is unlikely to be as successful as a 
BART extension. The WSX Alternative is a continuation of a 100-mile regional rail system 
that serves several major urban cores. The busway systems referred to by the commenter are 
mostly stand-alone systems that funnel into downtown areas. Consequently, the busway 
model suggested is not really applicable to this Warm Springs situation. It is also important 
to note that transfers would not be avoided in this particular situation. Transit patrons, even 
if they can board a bus in their neighborhood that travels directly on the busway, must still 
transfer to BART once they reach Fremont. It is also unlikely that local service would be 
improved in the Fremont area, as direct bus routes would not provide continuous east-west 
service perpendicular to the busway, but would instead be diverted onto the busway towards 
the Fremont BART Station. The experience from other cities with busway suggests that this 
proposal would have difficulty achieving ridership expectations and is not appropriate for the 
Fremont to Warm Springs corridor. 


BART is a regional rail provider and the Bus Alternative was specifically designed to provide 
service comparable to the WSX Alternative, an extension of the BART system. Local bus 
service is provided by other transit agencies; therefore, the proposed Bus Alternative reflects 
extension of a regional system, and not local service as suggested in the comment. 


The comment emphasizes the flexibility of operations and convenience of a bus alternative 
compared to a fixed-rail BART extension. However, the commenter is also concerned about 
TOD opportunities. For reasons discussed on page 3-38 to 3-39 of the DEIS and in response 


* Pittsburgh Tribune-Review, “Money Spent on Busway Questioned,” April 2, 2002. 
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to previous comments, flexible and convenient bus service is not expected to be as effective 
as fixed-rail service in attracting TOD investment. 


The DEIS is not required to provide a detailed cost-benefit analysis under NEPA. However, 
the 2003 SEIR (incorporated by reference in the DEIS) analyzed the environmental impacts 
and benefits for each alternative, and as suggested in the comment, describes roadway 
congestion, travel times, air quality, and community development potential. As noted in a 
previous response, the cost per new rider for the WSX Alternative is estimated to be $28.82 
without the optional Irvington Station, and $25.69 with the Irvington Station. As noted 
above, AC Transit endorsed the proposed Bus Alternative as a “high-quality analysis” that 
should “serve as a model for other transit corridors.” 


The commenter claims that the modeling analysis produced a higher estimated ridership for 
the WSX Alternative than might be expected from other studies. BART performed modeling 
using an accepted modeling methodology, and the effectiveness of the model was confirmed 
in a validation analysis, as described in the transportation technical study presented as 
Appendix N to the SEIR. 


Overall the comment is correct that, as discussed in the DSEIR (pages 5-60 and 5-61), as 
incorporated by the DEIS, the proposed Bus Alternative would create fewer environmental 
impacts than the WSX Alternative and would require fewer mitigation measures. However, 
as described in Section 3.5.3 of the DEIS, the increased transit ridership provided by the 
WSX Alternative would translate into greater long-term environmental benefits and 
improved environmental quality. As patrons transfer from automobile travel to transit travel, 
there would be a corresponding reduction in the number of vehicle miles traveled, which 
would result in regional air quality improvement, energy savings, and conservation of non- 
renewable energy. 


It is correct that BART generates more noise and vibration than buses. The Bus Alternative 
assumes the use of buses that are currently available, although newer production models may 
emit reduced air pollution and be quieter. Currently available bus models are a source of 
diesel exhaust, which contains toxic air contaminants. See pages 5-52 to 5-58 of the DSEIR, 
as incorporated by the DEIS. 


BART agrees with the commenter that attracting ridership through better development 
depends on how well a city commits itself to TOD policies and how well regional authorities 
reinforce local land use plans. This is one reason that BART is working to assist the City of 
Fremont on its Specific Plan for the Warm Springs Station area. The commenter suggests 
that busways/bus transit can generate TOD that exceeds that of rail systems, citing the 
experience in Ottawa. He then observes that AC Transit’s Transbay bus network in the 
1960s provided direct service from East Bay neighborhoods to San Francisco (similar to 
Ottawa’s radial-oriented busway network). In fact, this network configuration has worked 
against TOD. Without transfers, the nodes of activity that are critical to TOD success have 
failed to materialize along East Bay transbay bus lines. In contrast, TOD projects have been 
or are being implemented around major BART intermodal stations such as Hayward, 
Fruitvale, and Downtown Berkeley. Such an effort would be undertaken for the Warm 
Springs Station as well. 


Regarding the Ottawa system, please see the response to comment 37-43. 
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BART recognizes the need to increase access to its stations by non-automobile modes. As 
described on page 3.9-21 of the DSEIR, as incorporated by the DEIS, BART intends to work 
with AC Transit and VTA to increase bus service to WSX Alternative stations. Other 
strategies may include charging for all station parking, which is a policy issue for the BART 
Board of Directors and is beyond the scope of the DEIS. A reserved parking program has 
been established district-wide, and the Board of Directors has authorized charges for new 
parking facilities such as the Warm Springs and Irvington Stations. 


The analyses of air quality impacts of the WSX Alternative and the Bus Alternative take into 
account trip duration and parking availability. Overall, the analyses demonstrate that the 
proposed Bus Alternative would result in a reduction in mobile source emissions compared to 
the No-Project Alternative, but not as much of a reduction as the WSX Alternative. See page 
5-58 of the DSEIR, as incorporated by the DEIS. BART’s current parking charge policy is 
also reflected in the model. 
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Letter 38 


Ta: ory ree bert go 

Firat, fru feel «inert padi coat & 
Late: M01 006 Go A 

Subject: commentt BART extension Ii | hoTOM 


Ae hot tert eeteceecr one baad pet aneed crac t2'li= faze 
ilar 6 fet Gos rode 2d Hert for over Hb years | 

con) Hjaemayed ab ther comin ia of flee torres "apt ioral 
meniea” a Langton. 

Whar will we pet ade aren ie le? We caret 

the Irvragton eouen The iaeo cris peel amos 
eho iiyihig 6S ee dite Work, ahd mn Fremven, mabe B+, | 
i downoen.8el we in the Inington dierict hoew 

a ee are Te a Tl na ie ee 
(Geren face Domb rhe to A Per pecan, 

hanyaa tale 

Pbeaer abingr Ghee haf aod aioe ier Living lie iad 
part of the ecole 


Merk 1 Maen 
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Fron 

CA Be 
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Vitel arf imjecmaee? Waker! Bald) Bias Oper bese) agen jotta oe ermal 


beter rat pte rng) 
BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 2-307 J&S 04071.04 


Volume 2: Response to Public Comments 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 


Response to Comment Letter 38 


38-1: As described in Section 3 of the EIS, funds are not currently available for the development of 
the Irvington Station. BART has included the proposed Irvington Station in its EIS to obtain 


environmental approval of station construction, and so that construction can proceed when 
funds are available. 
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Letter 34 


To: “bartwarteprinextensiont ban. gov" = bartwannspringsscterns one bart gee 
From: “jurgis_sp@ yahoo, com” <jungn_qye?yahoo, com> 

Date: 4/25/2005 09 244M 

Subpect: BART Warr Springs Project from: : George Ratko 


Name: Gaoorgee Busine 
onl arp ebivalkecon phot: 40 59.1549 
Civ: San deme, (A 951 BT 


Subject: Wanm Springs Extemsion 

Feodbact: Pitase push foraard aa fast aa powible on 

ee Gbonsin, BART mepeike to cuanecd witli (he Creat Mall) erveerieet Baual thie! Wie WA Tien iste dhe leap, 

Theat wesakd be aes. far ae ART eek to cone tte Sata Cera Coy, | feel a would be helpful if ihe a 
ERARLT cued) tonic a pereition of “way on fier ot Berryessa" on the San Joe piece, a0 ont bo prevent lees of 

coat /tummelling schedule thom tarning this comparstively short extension into another Bay Bridge. 


Sancerely, 
GH 


Liper [Ps 208, 172.1191 
Browser: Mosiiia4.0 (Windows, LU; Windows NT Sah en-US; nol 72) Gecko DOMOG NetecapeT.2 (anh 
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Response to Comment Letter 39 


39-1: Comment noted. The commenter recommends extending BART to the Great Mall, which is 
midway between the South Calaveras Station and Montague/Capitol stations proposed by 
VTA as part of the SVRTC project. BART’s WSX project would not extend beyond the 
Warm Springs Station. The length of any extension of the BART system south of the 
Alameda-Santa Clara County line would be the province of the Santa Clara Valley 
Transportation Authority. 
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ane i wa a 
Letter 40 
From: maral-thomas @whipps.fkh-et.com" <carol. thomasdiwhipps.fki- 
OOM > 
To: “*bartwarmspringsextensian@bart.gov" RECEIVED 
<bartwarmspringsextension@bart.qov > APR fs 2005 


Date: Monday, April 04, 2005 01:06PM ; 
Subject: BART Warm Springs Project from:.: Carol Thomas 


SSS 
Hamme: Carol Thomaa 


email: carol. thomasdwhipps. Cki-et.com biorem : ing j 
‘ 12 “Ee. Bhong: Bd=<453-7644 
City: Richmond, VA #27599 . 


Subject: Update information 
Feedback: Please update me with update information about the Wacm 


Springs project. ea 
Qaer TP: 4.1279.83.43 
Browser: Hozillas$.0 (Windows: Us Windows HT S.17 en-tis 
i i ; sly en-US; rril. 
Gecko/20030624 Hetacape/?.1 (ax) : ; ‘ 
bttp:inotes-c0 1 adm bart gowimail/web0006 nsf $Inbox)86C41D819CE3 BE2088256FT)._ Aes 
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Response to Comment Letter 40 


40-1: The commenter’s name has been placed on the notification list for the WSX project. 
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Letter 41 
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Response to Comment Letter 41 


41-1 WSX construction was originally expected to begin in 2006, but that now seems unlikely. A 
new project schedule has not been determined. 
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Letter 42 

i 

a BART WARM SPRINGS EXTESIa 

i] Public Hearing on the 

4 Drage Envirenmeneal Impact Seatement 

5 

G 

3 Tuesday April 12, 200% 

r] 6:90 p.m, 

) 

id 

ul Held at 

ia 

Washington Township Veterana Mesorial Building 
i3 17154 Secand Street 
Fresent, Gilifernia 

14 

a5 

16 

a7 REPORTED BY: KRIS A. BANTELS 

ia 

L? 
a 

21 CLARE RESET I 

2141 Shattuck, Avenue, Suite 201 
F fF: Berkeley, CA PaToa 
{E103 &81-4520 8 

ai FAR (610) 4? 1-4605 

aa 
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7 Tom Blalook 
BART Board of Darectere 


Shaki Alara 
Gihoue Maaranper 


3 Molly HoArthuar 
BART 


i3 Alas Preaenet 


a5 Hembera of the Public 
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MS. MCARTHOR: sed evening and welecems to 


F Eha opan house for Saree Springs Extension, the 

306 ofoomal public meeting on the HEPA clearance procems. 

4 This evening we're Bere £o Peceive oommenee of ERS 

5 revised documents, Evaluation by dictation to make 

& che project #ligible for federal funda involve 

7 Slearance of WEP. 

| Lat me walk you through the HEPA process eo 

) far. Hotice of Intent wae published April 4, 27004. 

10 «6A Public Seeping meceing was then held on April 26, 

Al 20c4 The end of the scoping comment pericd was May 

12 M7, 2004, and that then produced « public Draft 

13 Impact Statement March 2005. We have a &Seday 

M4 review peried which te the pericd that we are in 

as fight now. We will publish the final Environmental 

16 Impact Seatement in May, and then publish a record 

a7 of deci#ion in June. 

8 There ia a 30 day availability of the reda 

12 Tune of Jaly 2005, During Ehia comment pericd, 

200 we're here to receive comments from you. You may 

21 4 give comm=nte thie evening, if you choses to think 

ad abt them and provide comments. There will be time 

ai following the meeting threwh April the 38th that 

2400 «you can continue te provide commenta. These 

25 coamenta will then be gathered and included in Ehe 

a 
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a4 


25 


Crate BES. 

What I'd like te doe now ia welcome Tom Blalock, 
Director of Bart Board, to the podium te talk to you 
A litele bit abeue the project and ies histery in 
the BART system. Mr. Blalock 

BR. BLALOCE: Thank yor 

I have behind me the map of the ayatem, and you 
can geo the way it de now, hen I came on the BART 
Board im 1986, it wae the original syetem from 1974, 
chat if after the Bay Crossing. Bur ainee then 
we'we had thres, actually four different extensions, 
Teo extensions inte the San Francieco site, Colma, 
and thee on dean bo che airpert. And we Bad an 
extension §o Bay Peint amd to Dublin/ Pleasanton. 

The next Up extension for Bart waa acheduled yeara 
age té Be Wars Springs, and 26 that's what brings wa 
here today. 

I BABE fe vefer to gone materiale on the back 
Eable in case you missed it, There io a basic shewt 
about the BART that hes a emalil eap, and bas ecm 
eyatenm facta that you may find intereating to take 
heme with you, Are then there ia ancther little 
brochure that goee right in your coat pecket, amd it 
eaye bow BART benefita a region. And thia ig a boil 


doam for a very thick atudy dome by comaultantea whe 
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lacked inte avery aapect of improvementa around the 


F BART eyetes, booken business developeant, increase 

20 im property values, and things like that, amd bow 

4 BRET coenected people ee qe. 8a 7 eaceragqe pou be 

5 Pick one up and take if along, and lastly a document 

& aheet . 

7 fena of you have Beeiced a couple of montha 

| back when the Bay Area Poll came ouk that 

® trangportation hag again risen to the top ag the Bay 

LG) (AeA opinien ef the moet impertant issues. Ita 

Li always in the top three, Last year it was second) 

M30 thie year it's back to first 

i3 Ridership on BART ia coming back. We Kad a 

14 ganith back in 2000, and we were way up over 

a5 168, 0¢0=3430,000, © believe we were at. We had a 

1G 178,000 passenger day when we had the haseball ganea 

a7 on both aides of the Bay on the aame date. That wae 

18 0 46the peak fer regular aerevice. But we dropped off 

12 since the econceyy hit Ehe skids, bot it's coming 

a0 back nem, Io don't knew whether that's gas prices, 

21 0 etoncmy coming back, bridge toll, but let's get more 

Fr: People on Bart ao that when you have to drive jour 

ai car, there's rece on the read leit for yeu, and we 

24 8 owkhll get the commutera off te work on fime. 

25 Congestion ia rising alec on some of the 

& 
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frecmaya in cur area, and thia extension of BART 


F inte Hanta Clara, eventually gete there, ia a 

30 quaranteed conmection to help the folks have an 

4 eptien ee drive -= ride BART rather than the freeway 

5 eystem and sit there forever, 

6 The are Springs Extensicn will serve more than 

7 @« Busdred theusand people in Fremont alene that live 

| eouth af the existing Fremont. station. People whe 

® live in the southern part of Fremont down on the 

100 oseunty line are 25 minutes by car and much Lenger 

Al Ehan that by baum bo get to Ehe Fremont BART station, 

130 Op it will be great te have an opportunity for 

13 peeple Eo gee te a BART abakion, convenient fe gee 

14 bo where the Warm Spring Statien lecatien ie, which 

is you'll gee later in che peeyram. 

1G [ think the region really needs the are 

a7 fprings Extension, and the workers that live north 

180 oof ua aleeg the Beat Bay and eae of i om through 

19 Contra Cogta County and on Eo the San Joaquin County 

at Ehat oome through om €90 every mecning, they need an 

21 option to get te work and for pleasure tripe too. 

a2 4 T think the area needa it 

Ee] And mow I'd Like &o agk Shari Adaqe te come up, 

2400 «Ur preject manager, te talk te you and te commence 

25 with ber part of the program. 

& 
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Thank you for your attention. 


F MS. ADAMS: Good evening, everyone, Thank 

30 you for joining uz tonight. IT appreciate your 

4 Parcicipacion, and E'm glad that pours here, and I 

5 will be going through the brief presentation about 

& what the project alignment is and what the 

7 Soapennee are about, and we will end the discussion 

| for commante that we will receive from you, 

a Basically, the aliqnaent ig set up where we 

100 soleawe the BART, existing Frement station af an 

Ako elevated section, and we leave on an aerial 

12 structure, and then imeediately we Ery to bring the 

130 g@lepe dew go we can go under thie park. Se the 

14 Central Park as well as the lake would be a 

is gubstation for the alignment. After that we oom 

16 ut on the other aide cf the park and we're aligned 

700 with am abandoned Western Pacific Railroad, and we 

160 «6will upgrade Prem then on ferward all the way doen 

12 Eo the end of the project. 

a0 Aleng the project we pase through the Irvington 

21 06Biatrict where we have an optional atation, and that 

22 4 Sptional station ia optional because we need local 

Fe] City of Frement funding. Once the City hae Ehak 

24 3 furl available, thes we incorporate inte the project 

Ft an well. We are clearing that station 

7 
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a4 


25 


environmentally aa pare of our proceaa Eeday and 
eering forvard. 

Bow, if we could move to the mext #lide. 

Hew many of peo == E's geiag fs atep away Pree 
the microphone Th you can't hear me, please tell 
ree 

Hew, how many of you have had a chance 8 see 
Ehia large big print of the alignment? Great. fo 
if you have had time bo wee it, if you've seen the 
documents, basically, thia ia the majer component of 
Ehe project aleng here, And we talked about leaving 
the Fremont station going over Balnut, and here we 
have & Eraectien power gubstatien, Le a a few element 
Bhat you will eee, and then we go acrcee, we go 
under Stevenson Boulerard under the lake. 

And throughout the lake here, we will have a 
ventilation structure on the south aide of if and 
the ventilation structure on the orth aide of if, 
or option one would be having a aingle ventilation 
structure in the middie. Se thoge are the auzillarcy 
parte of the project in terma of what we will have 
Petentially arcund here, 

Alec, here we have an additional access read, 
There'd a6 exigting accesa road for the chaneel work 


fot Alameda County Flight Gontrol District. We are 
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Ralking about extending thar t2 potentially this 


2 ventilation structure. And then on either aide of 

%06hCcthe® subway, we have portale for emergency exite am 

4 well ao at the weetilatien atructaores. That weuld 

5 be thie ares, 

& Past that Point south when we come back ouk, we 

7 have ancther Erastion power atation and a train 

| control Eungaiew, and then we go over the Paseq 

9 Padre, which will be a eub -- I quese it's going to 

160 ge under. They're actually changing the grade of 

Li Paseo Parkway to become an underpass up in there 

12 > we will ab grade. That roadway would be an 

130 under pee. 

14 And we cencinue scuth, as [ mentioned, witil wa 

15) get te Maghingten. Ae at the Ievington Pigeriet, 

1G Washingt<n ie going Es furh inte an cvrerpase by Ehe 

ay City of Fremont Grade Separation Project, and we 

180 «will at grade abill qeing south. We have another 

12 Erain bungalow in this area, and we go Basically 

a0 eouth, south, scuth, scuth at grade with another 

21 86trection power gubatetion until we end pretty such 

22 oat the river over here, 

a We have ancther train contre] bungalow. We 

240 3«bave a Llitele gap breaker here at the -- in the 

Ft middie Between Auto Mall and South River, and then 

? 
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we ond up at the Bare Sprinqe Station where the 


F Earminal ie for the preject. We have some 

3 (inaudible) track areas. In thie area we have some 

4 mintenanes facilicies and qap breakers to Basically 

5 operate the extension. So Ehooe are the basic 

& cCoEpPOMenta of the project. Ami if you have had a 

7 ghanee 6 lesk at if, you san come up and lesk at ie 

| again. The etal length of the extension ia §.4 

® miles of mew tracks. 

Lo Aad T mentioned te whak prepoertien were going 

Li Eo be aerial versus at grade or subway. And just 

ia bragfily © theught I"d give the consolidated version 

1300 oof che Bare Springs Station. Tt ia going fo be an 

B40 wt grade station. We are going §o have intermural 

is accedd tith a variety of different modes of 

it ETangpertaticn, AC Transit, AT buses We are goang 

a7 bo have taxie, Kies and ride, bicycle and pedestrian 

16 4 #@eesa all te the station, and we will alas have 

ia ahet 2,000 Parking apace, 

a0 So gome af you have been arcund and have been 

21 4 tracking thie project for quite acme time. Tusk bo 

aa Let you Knew, we did de a Cigsk. which ie a 

ai California Envirenmantal Impact Repert process, and 

240 that waa adepeed by the Board of Directora in June 

Ft of 2000, and they -- an exemple of that document ia 

le 
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available here. 


F we ales began a pre-enginesering of the project 

3 in Hovesber of 2067, and then we realized we needed 

4 federalised funda because the State eoonemy wad BOE 

5 doing ae well, and eales tax waen"t coming in ams 

6 fest as we were hoping. So one way of securing 

7 federalized funda ia te de che (Inaudible) 

| requirement (Inaudible. Thumping meies) Processing 

A Market Pooduct ton. 

Lo Hew, just briefly on the project cost aspect of 

Ll At The commtraction element of the project is 

130 about $144 million, This ia the 200% dollar 

13 eetimate. The fide-a-way portion of it weuld be 

140 around 104, and the vehicle, thease are Ehe care, 

a5 crain care that people qet inte, ig about 94. 

16 The cther enginesring administration and cceta 

a7 aoeoolated with the construction, management, and 

18 0 oether thinga are tetalliag abet a 133, for the 

12 praject Eeing ab S678 million. Mew, Ehoae are Ehe 

at oot glides. Bow, where the money comme from ie the 

21 feext glide. 

aa fet, we have varicus funding fer the project, 

ai and there ie one thing that will abeclutely change 

240 0«6between the environmental document that we had 

Ft before and this one Eecause we have the Reqicnal 

li 
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Measure 2 pasaed, and we have $69 millien ef thar 


F fur ecurce for the preject secured, And the 

1 Regional Measure 1 was chanmped to $84 million. The 

4 Califernia Tranapereation Gemmiaaien, thease are the 

5 TCRR funds, were always a hundred and eleven, ec 

& there's no change there. And the Measure B, which 

7 ig the ACTIA fund, ia the $195 millien. That leaved 

® about ¢45 for the SamTrans, eo that's a total of 

e G78. That's where the pie is made, 

Lo Bs that's hew we have the various financing 

Li eources divided up for the project. With that, F'd 

Aa Like 3 refurn the podium te Belly to start the 

1300 public comments peried. Thank you. 

14 MS. MCRETHOR: Thank you, Shari. 

a5 Hest, thie being a comment eveniag and net an 

Li anerer efening, I want £6 make gure everyone wae 

a7 aware of the ground rales and the process for thie 

16 evening. 

13 We have a court reporter sitting cover here. It 

a0 de her job to record this evening. fe if you de 

21 Wank to mike «a comment thia evening, I'm going te 

22 uae thie microphone, ©°11 be handing it to each and 

Ee] avery commenter. PFlease epeak clearly and eloewly 

2406 inte the mierephome go that abe can bear and record 

Ft four commenta. She will ask yoo £6 shane your mame 

13 

BART Warm Springs Extension June 2006 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 2-327 J&S 04071.04 


Volume 2: Response to Public Comments 


San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 


and your city of reaidence aa well. 


F) We will have a three minute time dimit. Tew 

306 will have three minutes to apeak, and at the end of 

4 che three-sinwute mark, we'll indiesate that pour elie 

5 has eapdred, Sritten comments can alec be 

& submitted. We have a written comment card in the 

7 lebby. [t'a a yellew paper. You're weleome to 

| write your comments and there is a box to depoait 

9 those written comments, if that's your preference. 

10 We ales will, aa I said, continue bo accepe 

Li Ehone occmmente via e-mail and regular mil and 

130 ointernmet and computer, of curse, So there are 4 

13 variety of waya. Metre Bappy fe == of alas fax. 

140 Ware happy =o aceape home commante Prem you. All 

a5 Commente must be received by $:50 p.m. April 28, 

16 2005 

a7 And with that, I'd like te formally open the 

1600 «Steet per ied_ 

12 Te there anyhody who would like Eo make a 

ad cotment 

21 Please step forward. 

22 MR. HEATH: Okay. My concern in the 

ai preject ie te basic necessity te Central Park. fe ant 

2400 you mentioned that you have several of there ig 

25 aeveral Ventilacion structures propeaed, I would 

13 
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like &6 knew what the aise of thease fa geing te be, 


what they are going te deck dike, whether ar nee 


42.4 
20 we're going to have some ambient noige coming cot. 
4 ehreagh them ines sur park. 
5 Ales, I'm a bit unewre of what at grade means. 
& T thought .t oeant on Ehe ground, but you @a@id at 
7 ene poiee chat cake will be goieg underneath the a2-2 
| BART. I Eelieve, somexhere along Bashingten around 
9 Paseo Padre Parkway around there. So I would like 
1000 ke kee what at grade means, if it deeen't mean 
Li aleng the ground, Go thome are oy teo concemea in 
330 oo awic necessity to the park, 
i3 Alas, during the conatruction, what sorts of 
a4 rostrictions are we going te have for access ta the — 
is park, if any. What serta of incenveniences we are 
Le having, going £6 Be having aleng Stevrensena and aad 
170 (Walnut and so on. And thowe ventilation structures. 
18 06 Thank yea. 
1a 45. MCARTHOR Thank you. And your name? 
a MR. HEATH: Eotbert Heath from Fremont, 
21 Califorpia. 
oe MR. PRREELL) Oo'm Rey Perkell from 
ai Berkeley, I've reviewed this former DEIR quite 
24 0 «6ewhengively, but my baggie queation ia: Just lagk ae 
25 week I underatecd FTA has always inaiated that Ehey 

14 
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shetten == aheuld aborten the project, and VTA 


F pretty auch accepted if. 

i Bow, the latest ia that they're going from 

4 Present fo Berryeesa. Aad new F understand char 42.5. 
cont 

Li there should be some kind of an EIR/EIS on that an 

& well as some new study that we're talking about 

7 eeeight. £2 how would this mewh tegqerther er lane 

| Ehia going to be redcoae? Thank jou. 

i) He. MCARTHOR Thank you. ‘Other 

16 semmenters? Yea, please. 

Al HR. CAMERON); Ves, Charlie Cameron and 

120 OT‘ & Hayeard resident, Earlier I did speak with 

13 Shari, Ma. Adams, aed I eeld ber, To will be mending 

14 in about « dozen ploe corrections and mistakes bo “ne 

is this document as te speak. Mostly dealing with the 

16 Erangportation mecter cf che document Bo Fil be 

i? in towoh, 

16 Ma. MCARTHOR: Thank yeu. 

ia MR. MATTA: ‘George Mates. C'm the 

a0 president of the Irvington Business Asecciation, We 

21 0406will make cur comments in writing before the 25th. 

aa Cbvicasly, the optional station ie car cencem 
42-7 

ai We'd like &o have «a gop. 

a4 Mo. MCARTHOR: I gam another hare over in 

Ft Ehia area. Anybody elas? Tea. 
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HS. QUIRSOH: Koberta Guingen. I live in 


F cha Irvingten gection of Frement, Some residents 

30 and myself, we back into the tracks, and we are 

4 curious of a few things. One Being che 

5 Environmental Impact Study, if Fo understand 

& correctly, Nag already been done ancl gubaitted, Are 

7 #8 eaideses, we did receive leteera af what 

| vibrations we would be receiving. 

a Gur concem is that there will be «a sound wall, 

20006 «which will Be on the BART side, Bur we etill have a 

Ll freight train on the ofher side, an oo now the 

1300 Oofeight vibration hits the aqund wall and comes back 

13 oIAES aur properties. And we're not eure whak the 

a4 Statement says, or actually whan Jt wae tested, 

a5 because we ag redidenta knew that all of us either 

16 eaid, jes, 4 Can come East, and ne company ever 

a7 contacted us to do db, o: some of ue eaid they did 42-8 

16 fet want their property fe beak - 

12 > we're really curicus as what do thoae 

a0 results ewy, what Kind of vibration impact will be 

21 0 86had because of the wall with the freight train. And 

aa Ehen in addition, things like how big ie the scund 

FF] wall geing te bet Ee it going te affect. cur 

2400 property values because of the views of the Bill? 4.0 

Ft Whack type cf -- because of Ehe ttalla, I'm sure Ebat 

16 
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chere'a not looters and thinga of that nature 


F because you could get Go the Bart, bat with the 
43-0 
3 holee in just -- in other areas of Fremont where exnl 
4 Bare ia sipping back and forth, what happened fs 
5 thane property values? 
i We curselves knoe what we may or may not be 
7 getting taes, and do we gel] cur heuse new, oF de we 
a het? 
) He. HCARTHOR Other comenterna? 
16 HR. MARTIM: Elliet Martin, Berkeley, 
Li California, All T wank to say was that in the erent 
ia Bhat these siations do goa foreard, I haps that BART 
13 and the lecalities cenaider -- eneeurage be 10 
M4 (ingudibleiand development of the outlying areas. 
is M3. HERETEOR: Thank you. Other 
a6 ome ater? 
i? MR. SCHONERUMN: I'm David Schonborunn from 
26 the Organization TRAHSDEF. I'm Based in Mill 
12 Valley, Califsmia Be work with regional 
3000 «-rangeportation iswues. Gur web gite is 
21 06 transdef org. 
aa Weve Been very troubled by thie extension for 
ai aii the time of our existence. There are three key 
240 lies that are ¢agential te thig environmental re | 
25 dfcument, and [ want to expose them right now. 
17 
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Firat ia the assertion that Warm Springs ia a 


F legical terminus. There's ne pecl of transit ridere et 
306 6wurrounding Ware Springs. Fremont ia boo spread cut ceil. 
4 es Bemefie in that gene. 
5 Gecond, the Bare Springs extension has 
i independent wtility. ust because it was initially 
7 prepoaed aa independent, doen't mean that 42 ean 
| ebi1l] be considered to be independently usable. 
9 Firet of all, there's mo one there at Warm Springs 
2000 fe Fide it. Seeond, alternatives were discarded 
Li solely because of their impacts on the VIA BART 
130 extension = 
i3 And third, the prepodal of ehe WTA BART 
a4 extension indicates: changed circumstances which 
as requires recengideration of the sxzistence ag 
16 eeparate projects, Thie either wae net deme or the 
a7 wrong condlugion was reached. This ie only a piece 
16 0 4o8f «a VIA BART extengien. Te sengider if otherwise 
12 jean legal fiction, 
zo Third, there are no Smart Growth benefite to 
21 0 06othe Ware Springs Extension aa it currently existe. 
aa The site ia a mixture of massive industry and apa 
ai pasture. There ie ne feart Grevth planning in place 
24 oon that pasture. Wo BEART extension haa ever brought 
25 thmart Growth aa part of the project. The City of 
18 
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Fremont a commitment to Sinart Grewth cannot be given 


2 che benefit of the dewbt. Ite track record of 

300 approving Wal-Mart near the proposed station #ite 

4 shear a6 ingeicutienal Blindness te Smart Greerch 

5 Oonoe One 

i Finally, 4 2,000-car parking lot ig the 

7 ~sntitheaia of pedestrian friesily mized use Seare pon 

| Growth. oc thea EIR spesake often -- or Ehe EIS oom. 

8 rather -- epeake often of the benefite of 

100 oeneeuraging Beart drewth. Well, unlesa something ia 

Li done to tie the project to the actual adoption of 

ia fort Growth planning by the City of Fremont, you 

130 fant consider that a benefit. Amd quite frankly, 

14 Ehe BART's track recerd ta auch that we won't see 4 

a5 Smart Sreeth benefit. 

16 This project, unless mitigated as we had 

7 fuggested in cur CIR comments, will have the 42-14 

26 fellowing #ffecta. 

19 45S, MCARTHOE Please vrap up your 

ad Comment 

21 KR. SCHOBER: ‘You don’t have anybody 

a2 elee fo talk, 

ai MS. MGARTHOR: Your three minutes he up. 

a4 HR. SCHORERUHH: You don"t have anybody 

Fi @lae Eo Ealk. 

i? 
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MS. MCAETHOR: Your three minutes ia up. 


F MR. SCHORERIG: There ie plenty of time 

306 in here. 

4 Ma. HOAETEOR: You have a chree-sinoee 

5 cime limit. 

& HR, SCHOMBAIN Are FOU qin cloae Ehe 

7 seaeies Flghe new aed chereby == ia Bhae pour 

’ purposes? 

a MS. HCARTHOR: My purpowe here ig to ask 

1b yee te wrap Up your Ehree minutes. 

A MR, SCHOMERIGN: Are you going te clan 

30 Otis seeeien right nowt 

is Ho. MCARTHOR: I'm going fo ask you == 

14 MR. SCHCREAING!: And new are yeu going bo 

as aek thig policeman te come here; ig that that you're 

LG yeaing 6 da? 

7 MEMBER OF THE AUDIENCE: I'd like to 

16 speak, please. May I apeak? May I Bave the mike, 

12 Please? 

a0 MR. SCHONERUN: Let me finish thie 

21 paragraph here. 

er) MEMDER OF THE ADR ENCE Well, you had 

ai your three ginutee,; [ wank ay three minutes. 

24 KR. SCHOHERUMH: There ia plenty of time. 

26 I mood t2 finish thie paragraph 

a 
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MEMBER OF THE AIDIEHCE: Lee's ask the 


F audiences, Would you rather I apesk, or would you 

3 like thig sentlemen -- 

a MEMBER OF THE ADDIEHCE &2: Let his 

5 finish. 

od KR, SCHONBAIN The three effects of thig 

7 peeieet are: Humber one, 2 will squander precious ead 

| public funds, discriminating againgk the mobdliey cond 

a needs of Low incom communities and people of color, 

Lo Humber ews, if will enesurage more aprawl by 

Li wasting an opportunity for Smart Growth, Weothing in 

120 CO BART's plan will prevent Fremont from developing the wan 

1300 #Eakion ares aa aute dependent in uses, the HUAI 

14 plant already ie heavy in aute dependent uses an you 

is Sah get - 

16 Three, Lt may interfere with Califernia High 

a7 Gfpeed Rail, mow being planned. Thie change of 

18 elreumitance, where Ehere'as How atudy goeieg on 2 on 

12 che Altamont alignment requires of Ehe Wars Springa 

a0 Extension to evaluate potential impacts. Alec, a 

21 Regional Rail plan ie mow underway. 

ad [ Wane EG ask the tranapertaticn professionals 

ai here. Hew do you feel going heme te your families 

24 Khewieg chat you are responsible for justifying the 

25 expenditure of over $700 millien of scarce public 

| 
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funda, funda that sould be uied fo creape much 


F greater tranepertation banefite for future 
30 generations than a mere S-mdle BART extension. 
4 Thank you. 
5 HS. HCARTHOR Gther commenters? Teer. 
oi MRO LOURY: Tomy Lowey from fan Francisce. 
7 | 0 S66eerned about the aseesae fer o0 BS Ee 
& wskationg, when the station is done. I heard of 
9 2,900 parking spaces. I think it's better to make apa 
LG 0 «seemecting BART service being mach beeter, like the 
A currently 261 out there io every hour, which is mot 
M30 Overy effective 
i3 Bo Ehete's Boo many poeple need their ear te 
14 ride =o BRAT. So I wae suggesting dt will be bee 
is if co provide time transfer for eome Eraing and work 
1G with AC and having for better connecting serrice and 
a7 hopefully sore mervice to Zanta Clara County. 

Az-18 
8 T think if the preject needa te be affective, 
12 acceaa to Ehe station will Be very impertant because 
3000 we need to -- I think it's better to remove more 
21 0 40ocare from the roadways Eto the better connective 
22 service, and as well transit oriented development 
3) «will make the project -- will make the project more 42-10 
24 effective. Chay. Thank you. 
Ft M5. MCAETHOR: Other commenters? 

az 
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MA. MeORME.: My mame da Randy MeCenne] 


2 fren fan Joos, Califermia, I'd like to comment that 
3 0OUL dive an San Jowe and work in the Warm Springs 
4 Digerie:, and if 44 an area that ia b1i-served by 
5 Erangit especially going between Santa Clara County 
& and Alameda County. 
7 If chia extension were in place already, I 
| would abandon my car and use VTA expres bua ard a 
® bike combination to get to work every day, and I a2-20 
100 6 weuld conaider it's probably reliable because if 
A would not require any transfers or anything Like 
ia Ehakg 
i3 Bo yeu can cenmider ot aa one immediate 
14 mincrity, But f do keow that probably maybe a 
is quarter of my colleagues at my werk place, which La 
16 250 peaple, work in Santa Clara County and they 
a7 would love to consider scaething like thia. 
BT: I de Believe that there ia a lee of the aprawl, 
12 a> Ehat makes (6 mot exactiy the most heavy tasaqe, 
42-77 
a0 but there are people that work there that could 
21 46 certainly benefit. Thank you. 
er) Ko, MCARTHOR Thank you. 
Ee] Tas, Please, 
a4 MR. HATTA: George Matta. IBA president, 
25 Irvington Ihwingss Association. I'd like to ocmment 43.33 
aa 
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fo the gentleman that there ia hardly any people 


2 within that immediate area that can use BART, and 1 #73 

3 want -- [ would like to remind him there ig within a ome 

4 Semile radius 106,000 peeple living in chat area. 

& That's all. 

& Ho. BCARTADE Thank you, #16 

7 KR. SCHONERIGN: ‘fou ceulds't fell if By 

| reading the EIS. 

) He. BCARTHOR Are there any other 

1000 Seementers? 

Li 4S, BACH; My name ie Anne Bacon a | 

A300 Oo Wewsident of Fremont, ancl I'm representing the Sierra 

13 «Club, Sewthern Alameda Geuney qreup and we want Be 

a4 encourage BART and the Chey of Frement to develop an 42-23 

is much trandit-oriented development of Smart droweh of 

1G whakever ou want 6 call if 

7 I think if you actually look at tha Fremont 

16 0860BART gtatien, it's been bere FS yeara andl che track 

12 record ia simply, I think, one could arque not very 

3000 geod for Smart Growth around the BART station, and a2a4 

21 we really want to encourage the City of Fremont Bart 

Fr: EG work £o get Ag much Eransit oriented development 

ai ao poreible. Thank you, 

a4 MS. HCARTHOR: Other commenterat 

25 With that, Tam going Eo -- we will remain here 

a4 
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i co take Comeente, Burt I'm goieg fo fake it then hae 


me ong in the room at thie moment has an additional 


ma 


i] Comment, #0 we will stop the formal process, but 


4 remember there are commence cards in the hallway. We 


wm 


will, of courses, accept thome comments either by 
i having then dropped in the box cutaide, by fax, by 
7 6 °Rail, over the internet. 


| Thank you ver such. 
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a 


t, FRIG A. DATES, «a Shorthand Reporter, ds 
hereby certify) 

That Io am the Shorthand Reporter who 
repereed the above and foregoing prectesdings af the 
bime and place therein stated, 

That I reported the said proceedings; and 
Ehat the foreqeing paged are a full, ere, complece 
and correct Eranescript of my shorthand notes taken at 


eaid time and place to the bert of mr ability 


Date ApTil la, 2005 


KRIS A. DATES 
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Response to Public Hearing Transcript (Document 42) 
Heath, Robert 


42-1: The proposed ventilation structures (up to 2 structures would occupy a maximum of 0.56 
acre, which is approximately 0.13% of the total are associated with Fremont Central Park 
(433.90 acres). Vent options in the vicinity of the park are indicated on Figure 4.13-7a, and 
a visual simulation of a ventilation structure is presented on Figure 4.11-6 Noise from 
ancillary structures such as ventilation structures are discussed and evaluated on page 4.13-26 
of the draft EIS. Locations within 900 feet of vents are identified as subject to noise impacts. 
Mitigation Measure N-3 identifies measures that BART will employ to minimize noise 
impacts from vent structures. This includes a performance standard in Table 4.13-6 which 
identifies noise levels appropriate for “quiet recreational area.” (For more information, refer 
to comments 3.3 and 3.5.) 


42-2: At grade refers to structures that are built at the same level as the ground (i.e., not 
underground or elevated on structures). As described in Chapter 3 of the EIS, Paseo Padre 
and Washington Boulevard will be modified (prior to BART construction) as part of the City 
of Fremont’s grade separation project. Paseo Padre would be lowered and would pass under 
the realigned railroad track and proposed BART alignment. Washington Boulevard would be 
raised to pass over the realigned railroad track and proposed BART alignment. 


42-3: As described in Section 4.9, “Parks and Recreation,” BART will temporarily relocate park 
facilities and uses, including parking areas, to reduce interruptions to park use during 
construction activities. Figures 4.93a and 4.93b present the location of existing and proposed 
temporary facilities at Fremont Central Park. To ensure pedestrian and bicycle access during 
construction, BART will maintain existing park pathways at all times, subject to the 
approval of the City of Fremont Parks Department. 


42-4: Operation of the BART WSX extension won’t permanently affect streets such as Walnut 
Avenue and Stevenson Boulevard. The WSX alignment would be on a structure over Walnut 
Avenue and in a subway under Stevenson Boulevard. However, as described on page 4.2-51 
of the DEIS, there would be impacts during construction of the system. For instance, 
construction vehicles and other equipment would use local roadways to access construction 
zones along the WSX alignment. Trucks and other equipment could temporarily disrupt 
existing traffic patterns. When cut and cover construction for the subway is required under 
Stevenson Boulevard, Stevenson Boulevard would be temporarily relocated immediately 
adjacent to its current location and then reconstructed when the subway construction is 
complete. Mitigation Measure TRN-25 (Develop and implement a construction phasing and 
traffic management plan) is described on page 4.2-53 and requires that BART prepare and 
implement a plan that defines how traffic operations would be maintained during each phase 
of construction. To ensure pedestrian and bicycle access during construction, BART will 
maintain existing park pathways at all times, subject to the approval of the City of Fremont 
Parks Department. 


Perkell, Ron 


42-5: This comment refers to the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor project proposed by the 
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA). That is a separate project from the 
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Warm Springs Extension Project proposed by BART and evaluated in this DEIS. Please 
refer to pages 5-2 and 5-3 of the DEIS.. 


Cameron, Charlie 


42-6: 


BART thanks Mr. Cameron for his comments. (Refer to comments 23 and 24). 


Matta, George 


42-7: 


Comment noted. This commenter also presented written comments. See letter 15 (Matta). 


Quinson, Roberta 


42-8: 


42-9: 


The completed document that the commenter refers to is the Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Report (SEIR), which BART completed in 2003 to fulfill the requirements of the 
California Environmental Quality ACT (CEQA). The DEIS was prepared to fulfill the 
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Each document addressed 
noise and vibration, and area residents received notification regarding the publication and 
evaluation of each document. 


The commenter is concerned that a wall on the opposite site of the freight train tracks would 
reflect ground vibration back to their property. A wall supported on the surface of the ground 
is unlikely to reflect ground vibration. Even if it did the reflected energy would be small 
compared to the direct ground vibration energy that propagates directly from the track to the 


property. 


As discussed in Section 4.13, “Noise and Vibration” of the DEIS, BART measured noise and 
vibration at representative locations along the project corridor. Noise and vibration 
measurements were collected in May 2002 prior to the publication of its Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIR). All of the noise measurement sites were located in 
noise-sensitive areas to represent a range of existing noise conditions along the alignment. 
Four vibration-testing sites were selected to represent a range of soil conditions in areas along 
the corridor that included a significant number of vibration-sensitive receptors. Noise and 
vibration measurement locations are shown on Figure 4.13-3, “Noise Monitoring Sites,” and 
4.13-4, “Vibration Measurement Locations.” Vibration impacts were not measured at 
individual residences, as it is unnecessary to do so to predict potential impacts, which are 
based on soil type. The results of the noise and vibration impacts are noted in Table 4.13-7, 
“Residential Noise Impacts of the WSX Alternative” and Table 4.13-10, “Residential 
Vibration Impacts of WSX Alternative.” 


As discussed on pages 4.13-21 and 4.13-22 of the DEIS, the construction of barriers is a 
common approach to reducing noise impacts from surface transportation sources. Although 
specific details regarding noise barriers, such as precise locations, heights, and lengths will be 
identified on a site-specific basis depending on the proximity to the tracks, track elevation, 
etc., the primary requirements for an effective noise barrier is that it must break the line-of- 
sight between the sound source and the receiver, be constructed of an impervious material, 
and be free of gaps or holes. The visual impacts associated with sound walls are discussed on 
page 4.11-19 of the DEIS. A variety of materials are available to construct sound barriers, 
and aesthetics are considered in the selection of an appropriate material. The reduction in 
property values is not considered an environmental impact for the purposes of NEPA. 
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As discussed in the response to comment 42-8, a wall supported on the surface of the ground 
is unlikely to reflect ground vibration. Even if it did, the reflected energy would be small 
compared to the direct ground vibration energy that propagates directly from the track to the 


property. 


BART will provide a fence to separate its right-of-way from adjacent neighborhoods. The 
fence is provided as a security measure, to prevent the right-of way from becoming a corridor 
for foot traffic and access to the adjacent neighborhoods. 


Martin, Elliot 


42-10: BART is working with the City of Fremont to encourage Transit Oriented Development in 
the vicinity of the Warm Springs Station. 


David Schonbrunn, TRANSDEF 

42-11: Please see the response to comment nos. 21-2 and 21-3. 

42-12: Please see the response to comment nos. 21-2 and 21-3. 

42-13: Please see the response to comment no. 21-7. 

42-14: Please see the response to comment nos. 21-9, 21-10, and 21-11. 
42-15: Please see the response to comment no. 21-7. 

42-16: Please see the response to comment nos. 21-19 and 21-20. 
Louey, Tony 


42-17: The conceptual plan for the Warm Springs BART station includes 2,040 on-site parking 
spaces. Both the proposed Warm Springs and Irvington BART stations include intermodal 
bus facilities for AC Transit and VTA. Both bus providers have indicated that bus service 
would be rerouted to take advantage of the two BART stations and make the stations true 
multi-modal transit centers, thus increasing opportunities to reach the stations by transit 
rather than automobile. 


42-18: BART is committed to working with other transit providers to provide efficient transfers for 
patrons. As noted in the response above, the proposed BART stations would be true 
intermodal centers, with increased bus service as well as BART service. 


42-19: BART supports development of transit-oriented development around station sites, and has 
been cooperating with the City of Fremont on both the /rvington Concept Plan and the Warm 
Springs BART Area Specific Plan. The Warm Springs BART Area Specific Plan is 
assessing three different land use scenarios for the Warm Springs Station site, all of which 
envision increased land use densities around the site. The Irvington Concept Plan was 
adopted by the city on January 25, 2005. 


McConnel, Randy 


42-20: The comment refers to the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Corridor project proposed by the 
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA). That is a separate project from the 
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Warm Springs Extension project proposed by BART and evaluated in this DEIS. (Please see 
DEIS pages 5-2 to 5-3). 


42-21: BART thanks Mr. McConnel for his comment. (No response required.) 
Matta, George 

42-22: BART thanks Mr. Matta for his comment. (No response required.) 
Bacon, Anne 


42-23: BART is working with the City of Fremont to encourage Transit Oriented Development 
(TOD) in the vicinity of the Warm Springs Station. TOD has occurred at other BART 
stations, most recently in the area of the Fruitvale Transit station. Please refer to the response 
to comment no. 21-7. 


42-24: Regarding the “track record” of TOD in the vicinity of the existing Fremont BART station, 
please see the response to comment 19-5. Over the past two decades, many multiple-family 
residential units have been built in close proximity to the station. While many of these units 
are not high-rise developments, they are not the single-family homes characteristic of 
suburban development. “The Benton” is a TOD project constructed within approximately 
two blocks of the Fremont Station, providing retail space on ground level with residential 
space above it. Another residential project is proposed for construction just south of the 
Benton. In addition, a number of multi-story office buildings have been constructed in 
proximity to the Fremont station. The City of Fremont has developed a Central Business 
District Concept Plan" (adopted November 6, 2001) which proposes to make the Fremont 
station a downtown area. The Plan states that, “Downtown Fremont is in the planning stages 
to become the premier pedestrian-scale, mixed-use, lifestyle center serving the East Bay. At 
the core of Downtown, Capitol Avenue is being designed to serve as a Main Street retail 
center and gathering spot....” 
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